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TOO LITTLE 
TOO LATE 
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Too little and too late 


Too little and too late. That is all that 
one can say about the recent action taken 
by Home Secretary Jenkins to slap a ban on 
all IRA activities in Britain. 

Too little because it does not prevent 
overtly ‘legal’ organisations, such as Sinn 
Fein, from continuing to exist and recruiting 
supporters who can graduate to more 
murderous activities afterwards. Too little 
because the ultimate deterrent of the death 
penalty for terrorists has so far been 
rejected. 

And too late because it should not 
have required the bombings and mutilations 
that have taken place in England, as well as 
in Ulster, to job the Government into doing 
the obvious. The obvious should have been 
done long ago. 

Alone among the political parties 
fighting the last election, the National Front 


called for a complete ban on the [IRA — a 
position it has taken since the recent phase 
of the Ulster troubles started in 1969. Now 
the Labour leadership has adopted this 
policy after constantly dismissing it as wrong 
for the last five years. Why has it been wrong 
for those five years and right now? If it is 
correct to exterminate the IRA from the 
political life of Britain at this advanced stage 
— which it indeed is — it was equally correct 
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to do so a long time ago when its murderous 
intentions were first made clear. 

Of course, we all know why the change 
of policy has come about. It has not come 
about because of any overriding concern for 
the victims of terror. It has not come about 
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because of any vigorous determination to 
fight the IRA or thwart its aims. It has come 
about simply and solely because the present 
Government has been struck by an urgent 
impulse to save its own skin. Public opinion 
has now reached such a pitch of anger against 
the softness of Government policy in dealing 
with the IRA that if that softness is continued 
big voter support is going -to be lost. If a 
few by-elections came along in the next year 
or so, this, along with its lamentable failure 
in so many other fields, could find the 
Government in real trouble. 

Labour, therefore, adopts the National 
Front policy that it has hated and opposed 
for the last five years — because the British 
public will not allow it to do otherwise. 


Let ‘em all come! 


After paying lip service to the principle 
of immigration ‘controls’ during this year’s 
two elections. Labour is now opening the 
floodgates again, and as wide as possible. 

The Home Secretary has recently 
re-inforced the British Immigration Office in 
Dacca in a move intended to double the 
number of Bangladesh immigrants arriving 
for permanent settlement in Britain next 
year. 

An additional seven British Immigra- 
tion officers are due to reach the Bangladesh 
capital shortly — more than twice the number 
already at work there. 

Did Labour say nothing about this in 
the last election? Well, not quite. It said 
nothing in English, but it did make a pledge 
to speed up the influx in London’s Asiatic 
newspaper, Daily Jang, published in Urdu — 
thus helping itself to a considerable slice of 
the Asian vote. 


Referendum 
Jiggery pokery 


Labour won the last election and the 
one before that largely because of its 
promise to have a referendum on the 
Common Market. Now it says that before 
such a referendum can be held there must 
be an Act passed by Parliament to make it 
legal. As there is every possibility that 
Parliament will not give majority support to 
such an Act, an opportunity exists for the 
Government to wriggle out of its pledge to 
the electorate — an opportunity which we 
are sure it would:welcome. 

The claim that a vote of Parliament 
is necessary for a referendum is in fact 
nonsense. If the Government should claim 
that current British law does not provide 
for a referendum to be legally binding on a 
Government, that may be technically true. 
However, what is legally binding and what is 
morally binding are in this case a mere 
difference of words. The Government could 
perfectly well stage a referendum on the 
Market stating that, although it was not 
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legally compelled to accept its verdict, it 
would promise to do so. That would be a 
moral commitment which it is difficult to 
see even this Government trying to rat on — 
except at the expense of destroying the 
credibility of the Labour Party for perhaps 
the next 20 years. 

Instead of this straightforward course, 
the Government wraps the whole business 
up in a mysterious shroud of ifs and buts and 
legalistic jargon. We suspect that it has no 
intention whatever of getting out of the 
Market but just dressed its policy up at the 
last two elections so that it appeared a little 
more attractive to the many millions of 
anti-Marketeers than that of the Tories. 


Express sell-out complete 


If the complete sell-out of the Daily 
Express to the pro-Common Market cause 
was ever doubted, the leader column of 
December 2nd should cast all such doubts 
away. 

Under a caption ‘Nowhere else to go’ 
the paper says: “There is now no Common- 
wealth or any other trading area in which 
we can find a haven. The past has left us 
with no choice except between membership 
of a large European Community or depressed 
isolation.” 

This is of course downright rubbish. 
Because a Commonwealth trading area does 
not exist as of now, that is no argument that 
itcannot be negotiated with time. One might 
as well have said once that because the 
European Community did not provide a 
trading area one could never in the future 
exist. Apart from this, why the assumption 
that one has to belong to a “trading area” 
to prosper in this world? The Japanese have 
done extremely well in the last decades 
while not linking themselves to any particu- 
lar “trading area” but just trading where they 
could. Many other nations have done the 
same. 

The Express excels even this nonsense 
when its leader goes on to imply later on in 
the column that even Britain’s oil will not 
permit her to survive without the Market. 
“It will not,’ the writer says, “profit 
Britain to have expensive, though secure, 
fuel supplies if we have no assured market 
for our products.” 

This is the language of sheer economic 
morons. Is the Express trying to tell us that 
with a massive oil shortage such as exists in 
the world today Britain is not going to be 
able to find buyers overseas for her oil at 
any time she likes and almost anywhere she 
likes? And if its argument is that the price 
of the oil will deter buyers outside Europe 
that will apply equally to buyers inside 
Europe. If cheaper oil is to be had, the 
European countries will buy it, Common 
Market or no Common Market. 

It is becoming rather tiresome, this 
business of the pro-Marketeers trying to 
prop up their collapsing world with economic 
arguments that are an insult to the public’s 


intelligence. Why don’t they just admit what 
has been the truth from the outset — that 
the Market is a political scheme with a 
primarily political object, and that to achieve 
this economic truth can if necessary to stood 
on its head? 


The cat among 
the pigeons 


This journal is not to be numbered 
among the fan club of actor Richard Burton. 
Nevertheless, we cannot help but comment 
on the wave of anti-Burton hysteria that 
greeted his recent remarks on Sir Winston 
Churchill, whose part he played in a TV 
feature on the Ist of December. 

It is tempting, at a time when so 
many weak and dwarfish political figures 
succeed each other on the scene, to idealise 
the powerful personality and bulldog mien of 
Britain’s wartime leader, and there is no 
doubt even in our minds that compared with 
the current crop with which we are landed 
Sir Winston was a giant in ability who 
rightly prompts endless fascination in those 
who look back upon his extraordinary 
career. 

Britain is at a stage now, however, 
when to bring to our reflections on the past 
nothing more than emotion is an inadequate 
way of assessment. Now, as never before, 
there is a need for clear thinking about the 
direction in which our country is going, and 
that involves also some clear thinking about 
the direction in which it has been going in 
the last half-century. We in this column are 
all for the roll of patriotic drums in the 
evoking of past memories, but it must not 
be a blind patriotism which fails to see to 
what ends the nation has been led. 

It is now nearly thirty years after the 
war in which Churchill immortalised himself, 
and a perhaps clearer picture can be obtained 
of the consequences of that war and the price 
that had to be paid for victory. Had 
Churchill no alternative but to make Britain 
pay that price — including as it did the ruin 
of the British Empire and the advance of the 
Soviet Empire to the banks of the Elbe? 
This is a question for which there is not the 
space to give a full answer here. There are 
ample books that examine it in depth, and 
they should be read with an open mind and 
a cool sense of priorities. 


Treason too mild a word 


One searches the dictionary to find 
words adequate to describe the Government’s 
latest plan for massive defence cuts — the 
word “treason” immediately suggesting itself 
as much too mild. 

A cut of £4,700 million is planned to 
be phased over the next few years, and 
involves the practical dismantlement of all 
our defence installations outside Europe. It 
also involves about 75,000 lost jobs in 
industries supplying defence equipment. 


This is a measure of how much these 
industries are going to be run down, thus 
making us ever more reliant on imported 
foreign equipment should war arise. 

It seems that some people are 
determined to learn absolutely nothing from 
the last two World Wars. 

Mr. Roy Mason, who when announcing 
the huge cuts described himself as a “fervent 
patriot”, seeks to justify the cuts on the 
grounds that by bringing defence expenditure 
down to 4% per-cent of the gross national 
income he is only pegging it at the level 
of that of France and Germany. 

He neglects of course to mention that 
the economies of both those countries are 
currently so much stronger than ours that 
their defence expenditure is therefore that 
much greater. 

Perhaps he thinks that when the 
Russians (or whoever) march across Europe 
they will be kind enough to take Britain’s 
weaker economy into consideration and 
correspondingly reduce the forces deployed 
against her! 

A nation which, in the world in which 
we live, is prepared to lavish money on 
social service spongers and university parasites 
while not setting aside enough for its self- 
defence will rightly earn from the rest 
of the world the reputation of being 
decadent. 


Will Smith sell out? 


This journal, like its esteemed ally 
Candour, has more than once made itself 
unpopular with some of its readers by 
refusing to defer to the reputation of Mr. Ian 
Smith as a “strong man of the right’. It 
has always been our view that Smith was at 
heart a liberal who would capitulate to the 
powerful international forces demanding 
the abdication of the White Man in 
Rhodesia but for the pressure of stronger 
spirited members of his ruling party behind 
him. 

This was the view of the former Editor 
of Candour and Chairman of the National 
Front, A. K. Chesterton, who met Mr. Smith 
in Salisbury and talked to him at length. 
A.K.C. often made judgements of people in 
politics which caused great controversy at 
the time only for him to be proved years 
later to be absolutely right. 

Smith has recently released from jail 
two notorious troublemakers and allowed 
them to fly to Lusaka for talks with other 
Black African leaders over plans for a multi- 
racial Rhodesia. He has released through 
diplomatic channels the news that he wishes 
to enter into fresh negotiations for a ‘settle- 
ment’ with the British Government — which 
can only be achieved on the basis of agree- 
ment about majority (ie. Black) rule in 
Rhodesia. 

These gestures can only mean one 
thing — a sell-out in the making. We will 
comment further when we have more news. 
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MARTIN WEBSTER 


How YOU could 
help kill the 


THERE can be no doubt about it: 1974 
has been a magnificent year for the National 
Front from many points of view. 

The extreme Left mounted a series of 
determined efforts to “smash the National 
Front off the streets” by means of a vicious 
campaign of political violence against major 
NF demonstrations. While we cannot expect 
that campaign to abate, the intention of the 
Left has so far been frustrated. 

Again, the extreme Left — horrified 
by the NF’s ability to nominate 54 candidates 
in the February General Election — deter- 
mined to “smash” by means of direct 
physical violence the NF’s 90 candidate 
October General Election campaign. 

Again the Left failed — and despite all 
the media’s smears and jeers more than 
113,000 people gave their vote to the NF — 
a party which was supposed to have “only 
an insignificant following among _ the 
electorate’. 

These lessons have not been lost on 
the enemies of the Party, and while we 
should not expect them to drop their more 
crude tactics we must expect them to develop 
more subtle and dangerous methods for 
dealing with our Nationalist movement. In 
particular, we must recognise that our 
ultimate enemy is not the Left Wing mob, 
but what one can only describe as “The 
Establishment”. 


ESTABLISHMENT ABSORBTION 


The Establishment is very adept at 
neutralising potential opposition by a means 
of absorption when the opposition group 
starts to become too big to crush by more 
crude methods. In the last analysis, it is 
precisely by means of the method of 
absorption that the Establishment has 
survived. 

The development of the Labour Party 
is a case in point. Without wishing to endorse 
all of the original aims of the Labour Party 
its founding fathers did have a number of 
sound proposals for reform — its policies in 
regard to the banking system and inter- 
national finance, for example — the essentials 
of which are now incorporated into the policy 
of the National Front. 

The reason why such policies and 
attitudes have long since disappeared from 
the policy of the Labour Party was because 
in the 1920’s the party was invaded by a 
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motley of Marxists, Fabians, cosmopolitan 
money-bags and middle-class ‘intellectuals’ 
who were either directly involved in or who 
depended on the patronage of international 
finance, and these elements were able to 
wrest control of the party from the working 
class rank and file and gradually dilute its 
policies. 

Thus the Labour Party became no 
longer the party whose prime purpose was 
to defend the interests of the working 
people of Britain, but became the party of 
internationalism, multi-racialism and usury — 
a party as responsive to the will of Inter- 
national Finance as the Conservative Party. 

We cannot allow such a fate to befall 
the National Front. 

In the early days of any political 
movement it is easy for the first few to 
sustain the white heat of their idealism 
because The Idea is the only thing that 
keeps them going. They have few members, 
no secure premises, few or no publications 
and little or no public interest, and so The 
Idea becomes the compensation and the 
refuge for slow success. 

But when a party starts to grow, when 
it starts to bring together assets of various 
kinds, when it starts to achieve public 
attention and consequent recruitment, then 
it faces, unless the trustees of The Idea are 
very careful, a whole multitude of dangers. 

The main danger which a party faces 
once it has started to grow steadily is 
inevitable one brought about by natural 
human frailty — not necessarily by enemy 
subversion (though the enemy are quick to 
take advantage of it and encourage it) and 
that danger is OPPORTUNISM §$ and 
IDEOLOGICAL PRAGMATISM. 


NATURAL DESIRE 


These weaknesses spring from a very 
natural desire on the part of anybody 
involved in a cause to be POPULAR. Some 
people have a greater personal need to be 
popular than others. Some people think 
that popularity is virtually the same thing 
as success. Some people confuse personal 
popularity or personal success as tokens of 
success for the Cause which they claim to 
support. Inevitably the Cause suffers because 
of their confusion. 

Those who have seen their party start 


to attract support will wish, quite reasonably, 
to see the rate of support accelerate. With 
such a desire the temptation presents itself: 
“Certain aspects of our policy are at the 
moment a bit controversial . . . they are 
viewed as a bit extreme by a section of the 
public who might otherwise come over to 
us. How about dropping or playing down 
those controversial bits of our policy in 
order to speed up our recruitment?” 

Such a proposition — to the simple- 
minded, to those who do not have an 
adequate knowledge of The Idea which gave 
birth to the party and made it grow in the 
first place — is very beguiling. While one has 
to acknowledge that any political party 
must be free to adjust the emphasis which 
it puts on various aspects of its policy, if 
this process is used by the unscrupulous or 
the ideologically unprincipled simply as a 
cover for a gradual process of dumping 
fundamental objectives, then a party is on 
the high road to ruin. 

The best description of this process 
was given in George Orwell’s satire Animal 
Farm, where the farm animals at the 
beginning were united under such slogans as 
“All Animals are Equal” and “Four Legs 
Good — Two Legs Bad”. But after a while 
the pigs assumed command, and they started 
to alter the principles. 

The pigs gang then set about ingratiat- 
ing themselves with the nearby human 
farmers by wining and dining with them, by 
trading with them and, eventually by sup- 
pressing the other animals on the farm in a 
more brutal way than the original owner. 

From the point of view of the Pigs, 
“Animalism”, Animal Farm and the Cause of 
the Revolution was a SUCCESS! Above all, 
they were POPULAR ... with all the other 
farmers for miles around, but clearly this 
‘success’ and ‘popularity’ had been bought 
for the few at the cost of the betrayal of 
the fundamental principles of the revolution 
and of the ordinary animals which those 
principles were intended to serve. 


“UNPOPULAR” 


So far as the National Front is 
concerned, it can certainly be said that 
many of its policies are “unpopular” — so 
“unpopular” that they attract for them- 
selves, for the party, and for those pro- 
minently associated with the party, much 
abuse and criticism. Being attacked and 
being criticised is not very nice — but the 
fact remains that these attacks and criticisms 
are instigated and made by the very forces 
which the National Front was set up to 
oppose in the first place. 

Consequently, while one can be 
forgiven for objecting to the inconvenience 
which such attacks and criticisms may cause, 
one can only rejoice that the party and its 
ideas are disturbing the enemy to such a 
degree that they are forced to counter- 


attack. 

The time to worry about attacks is 
when they cease to be made. Again, if 
National Front activities, based on _ its 
founding principles, cause the enemy to 
froth and foam, then that is the time for us 
to redouble our efforts, not to trim our 
principles so as to become “Popular”. 

Those who acknowledge that the NF 
has made astounding progress in recent 
years, must also acknowledge that the main 
reason for that success (apart from an awful 
lot of work and slog) was the fundamental 
policies of the party which, when all’s said 
and done, amount to the ‘product’? which 
the party is ‘selling’. That product has a 
proven appeal to an ever growing number 
of people. 

All would agree that eventually the 
National Front must build itself up so that 
it isin a position to be able to take advantage 
of a crisis of confidence on the part of the 
mass of the people for the present Establish- 
ment. The party at its time of opportunity 
must not merely be ready in terms of 
organisation and funds, but also ready in 
terms of its image with the general public 
as not merely a radical alternative to the 
Establishment, but THE radical alternative. 

How can we achieve this long term 
image goal if for reasons of short-term 
personal opportunism we have trimmed and 
messed about with our policies and funda- 
mental objectives — just as Establishment 
politicians do? How can we be seen as the 
Alternative to the Establishment when The 
Day comes, when we have spent all our 
previous days ingratiating ourselves with the 
Establishment and trying to make ourselves 
as “acceptable” as possible? 


TIME TO BUILD OUR REPUTATION 


Now is the time to build our reputation 
with the masses on the fundamental issues, 
even at the cost of being misunderstood and 
misrepresented. Now is the time to make 
ourselves distinct and special . . . even highly 
controversial. For at least when the chickens 
come home to roost for the Establishment 
our unequivocal stand in respect of the basic 
issues will be remembered. 

It is at that time of opportunity that 
we will have a chance of becoming really 
popular and also, in meaningful terms, really 
successful. Those who were ‘popular’ in the 
days of the discredited Establishment will 
be, at best, forgotten by the masses. 

The best illustration of that process is 
the career of Winston Churchill in the 
1930’s. In that decade Churchill was in the 
political wilderness, and he and a group of his 
followers made themselves distinctly 
unpopular with the mass of the people by 
warning against appeasing the European 
dictators. Churchill could have made himself, 
on the short-term, “popular’’ with the masses 
by supporting the peace-at-any-price mood 


which had gripped the majority of the 
population. But instead he chose to lead what 
was referred to as “The War Party”’. 

When the crunch came, when the war 
broke out the old ‘popular’ Chamberlain 
leadership became discredited and a fright- 
ened leaderless population moved behind 
Churchill overnight because they knew what 
he stood for and knew that he had the 
resolution to stand up for what he believed 
even when his beliefs were ‘unpopular’. 

If an inclination to trimming policy 
for short-term ‘gains’ (either of money or 
of certain types of recruitment) ever becomes 
a definite trend in the National Front, then 
the Establishment would smell out the fact 
very quickly, and within a short space of 
time the party would be subjected to a 
steady process of infiltration of people 
whose purpose would be to set up a clamour 
of support for “moderate” policies. Money 
would flow in and the party would become 
more and more dependent on that money... 
and the political whims of the people who 
provided it. 


POWERLESS TO STOP ROT 


Once that level of rot had been intro- 
duced, the membership would be powerless 
to stop it. Any members who tried would 
find themselves isolated and eventually 
hounded out of the party . .. and one could 
be sure that the Press would give quiet 
support to the “moderate” leadership of 
the party as they “purged extremists”’. 

The process of absorption by the 
Establishment would have been completed. 

Where might such a process of betrayal 
begin? Perhaps by a campaign to drop the 
NF’s policy of instituting the repatriation of 
Coloured Immigrants. “We can keep the 
Stop Immigration policy”, the trimmers 
might say, “but the Start Repatriation bit is 
a trifle strong for the moment. We could 
always bring it back later when we come to 
power — but in the meanwhile why upset 
people who might otherwise join the party?” 

If the party ever did accept such a 
proposition it would automatically be 
accepting the multi-racial situation as an 
inevitable situation in Britain about which 
nothing could be done. If there is one thing 
that the NF was set up to try and do, it is to 
inspire the mass of the British people NEVER 
to accept that multi-racialism will be a 
permanent feature of their society. 

Again, the thin end of the wedge may 
be driven against our policies which demand 
root and branches changes in the banking and 
financial system. “These policies might drive 
away people with money who could support 
us’, the trimmers might whisper in our ears 
as we desperately try to raise the cash for 
another election. 

But if we, as a NATIONALIST political 
party, failed to attack and expose the 
system which promotes the very worst 


aspects of INTERNATIONALISM which our 
party is pledged to eradicate, then our party 
would have become a part of that system. 

Now that our young party is starting 
to grow, it is as well that the ordinary 
membership knows what sort of dangers 
confront the party, and what sort of temp- 
tations may spring into their minds as the 
practical matters pertaining to the develop- 
ment of the party as an organisation tend to 
reduce the amount of time they have 
available to tend to the development of the 
party as the servant of The Idea. 

The National Front as an organisation 
was born out of The Idea of British 
Nationalism . . . The Idea was not created 
by the party as an afterthought. The Idea 
is not a bit of window dressing to be messed 
about by the ignoramus or the opportunist. 
If the party is to survive, each and every 
member, humble or exalted, has the urgent 
and continuing duty to defend The Idea. 

If we all do not do our duty in this 
regard, then we all will become accomplices 
to the murder of our party. 


Read Britain First 


Read Britain First, the new pro- 
National Front monthly. 8ritain First can 
be bought from your local branch at 5p. 
Copies can be obtained from National 
Front HO office in bulk at the following 
prices:— 


50 copies £1.50 (plus 30p postage) 
100 copies £3.00 (plus 36p postage) 
200 copies £5.00 (plus 48p postage) 
300 copies £7.50 (plus 58p postage) 
400 copies £8.00 (plus 73p postage) 
500 copies £10.00 (plus £1.09 postage) 


One of the best ways in which you 
can help the NF cause is to buy a bulk 
supply every month and distribute it in 
your area. Our office is not anxious to be 
tied down to the operation of sending out 
great numbers of single copies, but we will 
send single samples by return of post to 
anyone who writes to us enclosing 5p 
plus S.A.E. of at least foolscap size to 
facilitate quick and easy dispatch. 

Write to: 50 Pawsons Road, Croy- 
don, CRO 20F. 


BUY A TIE! 

National Front ties now available. Red, 
white and blue colour scheme with NF 
emblem. 


Price: One only £1.60 
10 or more £1.50 each. 


Apply to: Mr. R. Davison, 59 Crowther 
Road, Wolverhampton, WV6 OHZ. 

Please make cheques/postal orders payable 
to NF Tie A/C. 
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PHILIP GEGAN 


A look at the 


United Nations 


Charter 


AS the most Nationalists well know, the 
United Nations and its Charter is only one 
weapon working against national sovereignty 
and racial integrity, but, combined with such 
other agencies as the “‘Universal Declaration 
of Human Rights’, UNESCO, and the World 
Health Organisation, it is potentially the 
most powerful and insidious. This article is 
not intended to be a comprehensive survey 
of all these organisms, but a brief glance at 
two internationalist organisations which 
still attract a lot of support from starry-eyed 
liberals and other ignorant but well-meaning 
people. 

The Charter of the United Nations — 
the “Constitution” of the projected future 
World Government — is enshrined in 19 
Chapters containing 111 Articles which were 
signed after the infamous Dumbarton Oaks 
Conference in June, 1945 by the victorious 
nations of World War II. Copies can be 
purchased in the form of a booklet about 
twice the size of a postage stamp and bearing 
on the back the solemn works “Printed in 
U.N.” As the United Nations is a major 
weapon of International Finance, it is as 
well to know exactly what it was created for 
and of the enormous powers vested in it. 

The equalitarian nature of the Charter 
is revealed in the Preamble which 
“reaffirms faith in fundamental human 
rights ... and ...in the equal rights of men 
and women of nations large and small” and 
urges us “to practice tolerance and live 
together in peace with one another as good 
neighbours.” This absurdly naive attempt to 
outlaw war falls down straight away when it 
is declared that for these ends “‘armed force 
shall not be used, save in the common 
interest.” Remember Animal Farm? 

This hint that the drafters of the 
Charter had something more sinister in mind 
than “promoting social progress,’ etc., is 
amply borne out by the ensuing ‘Aciclen. 
The “purposes and principles” of the U.N. 
are stated as, inter alia, “the prevention and 
removal of threats to the peace.” Who 
determines what is and what is not a threat 
to the peace? The U.N. of course. The roles 
of the General Assembly and the Security 
Council are then outlined. The former is 
just a talking shop, being able to make 
recommendations to “promote international 
co-operation,” and so on, but having no real 
powers. However, it has to “consider and 
approve the budget of the Organisation,” i.e. 
find the money. 
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The real potential power is with the 
Security Council, which is like a semi- 
private club — the five leading powers of the 
United Kingdom, U.S.A., U.S.S.R., France 
and Red China being permanent members, 
the other ten member countries being 
replaced every two years. The Charter gives 
the Security Council a blank cheque in 
“primary responsibility for the maintenance 
of international peace and security,” and by 
Article 25 the members of the United 
Nations agree to accept and carry out the 
decisions of the Council. This agreement to 
be bound by decisions yet to be made by a 
body over which each member state exercises 
very little control is repeated in the Treaty 
of Rome, whereby the member countries of 
the E.E.C. agree to accept and carry out the 
decisions of the E.E.C. Commission, regard- 
less of what those decisions might be 
(Article 157). Any Parliamentary debate on 
the subject is thus rendered of no value at 
all. 


SECURITY COUNCIL’S TENTACLES 


The tentacles of the Security Council’s 
power to interfere in the domestic affairs of 
nations grow largely from Article 34, by 
which the Council “‘may investigate any 
dispute, or any situation which might lead 
to international friction or give rise to a 
dispute . . .” The Council also has the 
power to decide when such a situation 
exists. Thus we have Rhodesia as a “threat 
to world peace,” and to which sanctions are 
applied under Article 41, while, for example, 
the Russian invasion of Czechoslovakia is not. 
The power of military intervention by U.N.O. 
forces, such as the notorious invasion of 
Katanga (described in The Fearful Master, 
by G. Edward Griffen) is given by Article 
42, which gives the Security Council power 
“to take such action by air, sea or land 
forces as may be necessary to maintain 
or restore international peace and security.” 

Chapter IX deals with “International 
Economic and Social Co-operation” and 
consists at first sight of idealistic verbiage 
about promoting higher standards of living, 
full employment, solutions to international 
economic, social, health and _ related 
problems, etc. Nevertheless, this part of the 
Charter has been described as a “bedrock 
for world socialism,’ and can easily be 


made to supply a pretext for meddling in 
the affairs of a country whose government 
policies do not have the approval of the U.N. 

The Declaration regarding non-self- 
governing territories contained in Chapter 
XI was aimed at the British and other 
European Empires which existed at the time 
the Charter was drafted. Article 73 gives 
such administering countriés the duty of 
ensuring the well-being of the inhabitants of 
these territories, the implication being that 
this duty had not been properly recognised 
previously, and also that the primary purpose 
of setting up colonies overseas had been to 
cater for the material well-being of the 
aboriginal populations. This Article is 
currently being used as an excuse to interfere 
in South Africa’s administration of her South- 
West Africa trust territory. 

The method of attaining the above- 
mentioned well-being is specified as, inter 
alia, ‘“‘to develop self-government, to take 
due account of the political aspirations of 
the peoples, and to assist them in the 
progressive development of their free 
political institutions . . .” Fine sounding 
words, perhaps, but when translated into 
the reality of, for example, the tribal 
systems existing in our former African 
colonies, the Declaration becomes a recipe 
for disaster, as has been shown on many 
occasions. The wording of this part of the 
Charter also betrays a woeful ignorance of 
(or is it a callous disregard for?) the ethnic 
composition of such former colonies. First, 
the position of the administering authorities 
and their co-racialists from the mother 
country is ignored. Secondly, racial differ- 
ences which nearly always exist among the 
native population are disregarded. These 
differences, for example, between the 
Mashona and the Matabele in Rhodesia, 
will always prevent a paper “Constitution” 
drafted by a team of idealistic intellectuals 
(for want of a better description) in a far-off 
distant metropolis from being successfully 
implemented in a territory containing a 
variety of racial groups of different cultures, 
backgrounds and stages of development. 


SELF APPOINTED OVERLORD 


The Trusteeship Council set up in 
Chapter XIII assumes to supervise the 
administration of trust territories by way of 
requiring each administering authority to 
make an annual report to the General 
Assembly on the “political, economic, social 
and educational advancement” of the 
inhabitants of any trust territory which that 
authority is administering. It is seen that the 
great Empires in existence when the Charter 
was signed were reduced to mere “adminis- 
tering authorities” and had to report to the 
U.N. — the self-appointed overlord of 
mankind — in case any of them were not 
following the required policies. 

This subtle method of inducing nations 


to sign away their sovereign rights and 
responsibilities is continued in the Statute of 
the International Court of Justice, which is 
annexed to the Charter. This Court is the 
principle judicial organ of the U.N., and 
invites member states to submit to it for 
judgment disputes concerning the interpreta- 
tion of treaties, questions of “international 
law” and breaches of international obliga- 
tions. If there is any dispute as to whether 
the Court has jurisdiction, “the matter shall 
be settled by the decision of the Court.” 
The judgment of the Court is “final and 
without appeal,” and if there is a dispute as 
to what the judgment means, “the Court 
shall construe it upon the request of any 
party.” Thus is revealed the absolute power 
and authority of the court once a dispute is 
passed to it for judgment. 


COMMUNIST DOMINATED 


In practice, the court has, since its 
inception, been dominated by judges from 
socialist and communist countries, whose 
ideas on justice do not include much in 
common with our own system of law which 
has been developed over many centuries and 
has proved itself to be the best in the world. 
Furthermore, although the court consists of 
fifteen judges (no two of whom can be 
from the same country), Article 25 of its 
Statute provides that nine judges constitute 
a quorum for the court to adjudicate, anda 
majority of the nine can render judgments, 
i.e. five judges can determine decisions. 
Article 26 gives the court power to form one 
or more chambers, composed of three or 
more judges as the court may determine, 
for dealing with particular categories of 
cases. So in some matters just two judges can 
give decisions! 

Throughout the whole of the Charter of 
the U.N. and the Statute of the World Court, 
there is no reference whatsoever to God, nor 
any acknowledgement that the rights and 
responsibilities of nations are God-given. 
The Charter itself is the very antithesis of 
national sovereignty, which should be no 
surprise in view of the fact that it was 
drafted by the American Communist and 
intimate of an exotic Wall Street coterie, 
Alger Hiss (later convicted of perjury for 
denying on oath his communist affiliations), 
and the Russian-born Zionist, Leo Pasvolsky, 
who was Assistant U.S. Secretary of State 
from 1936 to 1946. The Charter seems to 
have been modelled on the bogus Soviet 
‘Constitution’, and the powers vested in 
the Organisation make it remarkably similar 
to the “Super-Government Administration” 
outlined in earlier documents of a 
conspiratorial nature. 

In conclusion, it seems that one of 
the most urgent priorities of a future 
National Front Government will be to carry 
out its policy of withdrawing from inter- 
national organisations such as the U.N. 


SPEARHEAD 
FUND 


We have recently worked out our 
budget for the coming year of 1975 and we 
are pleased to report that we should be 
able to cover expenses for the year from 
out of sales income, in other words be self- 
supporting. 

Our calculations are based on present 
estimates of costs, and with these being 
unstable as they are, it is impossible to 
guarantee absolutely that we shall be able to 
see the year out without any free donations. 
However, on evidence at the moment we 
believe this should be possible. Should any 
factors arise which prove our calculations 
wrong or in any way upset them we will 
of course inform readers and request their 
help. 

In the meantime we take this oppor- 
tunity to offer our sincerest thanks to all 
those readers whose very kind donations 
have set our journal on its feet, both in the 
past year and in previous years. 


POINTING RIGHT 


The voice of the Nationalist movement 
in New Zealand. Read about the present 
situation in this country and how it 
effects New Zealanders and their relations 
with other British countries. 

There _ is 


no subscription, however 
donations are needed to ensure that you 
will receive PR on a regular basis. 

POINTING RIGHT 

P.O. Box 22-247 

High St., 

Christchurch.1 

NEW ZEALAND 


WANTED 


NF member collects old papers, books, 
insignia, etc, of British Nationalist 
Movements. Gifts, exchanges, or price- 


lists to: 


Paul Jarvis 

c/o 50 Pawsons Road, 
Croydon, Surrey, 
CRO 20F 


Things you should read 


A great wealth of literature is now available supporting in the main part the views expressed in Spearhead. 
Below we list some of the most important examples. Except where stated, these can be obtained from 
Nationalist Books, 50 Pawsons Road, Croydon, CRO 2QF. 


THE MONEY MANUFACTURERS (National Front policy pamphlet) 10p + 3p postage 
An exposure of the present financial system and proposals for its reform. 


THE CASE FOR ECONOMIC NATIONALISM (National Front policy pamphlet) 10p + 3p postage 
An attack on the Manchester school of internationalist economics and an argument for protection 


and national self-sufficiency. 


THE ECONOMY: 15 QUESTIONS ANSWERED (National Front policy pamphlet) Sp + 3p postage 
A few of the most basic questions concerning Britain’s economy, with NF policies towards them 


explained. 


THE COMMON MARKET: WHY BRITAIN MUST GET OUT (National Front) 20p + 3p postage 
A comprehensive presentation of the NF case against the EEC, with some startling exposures of 
of the forces behind it, and an analysis of Britain’s alternative. 


BRITAIN: WORLD POWER OR PAUPER STATE? (National Front policy pamphlet) 20p + 3p post 
Realistic proposals for the rebuilding of the British Commonwealth — essential for those who wish 


to have an alternative to Europe. 


SIX PRINCIPLES OF BRITISH NATIONALISM (by John Tyndall) 15p + 3p postage 
An independent booklet written before the formation of the National Front but closely in line 


with its outlook. 


THE NEW UNHAPPY LORDS (by A. K. CHESTERTON) Paperback £1 + 8p postage 
Masterly exposure of the politico-financial forces that have destroyed the British Empire and under- 
mined British world power, while working for the general elimination of national sovereignty 


every where. 


WORLD REVOLUTION (by Nesta Webster) Cloth £2.50 + 17p; Paperback £1.80 + 13p postage. 
Perhaps the best ever documented history of the political left and its conspiratorial origins. 


SUICIDE OF THE WEST (by James Burnham) £3.00 + 24p postage 
A devastating demolition of the liberal-left and its main arguments by a one-time left-wing author 


who woke up. 


THE SPECIOUS ORIGINS OF LIBERALISM (by Anthony Ludovici) £1.50 + 10p postage 
Another clinical analysis of liberal values and viewpoints in which their futility is well exposed. 


RACIAL INTEGRATION (by H. B. Isherwood) Hard 75p + 8p;Card 40p + 6p postage 
A testimony to the impracticality of the multi-racial society. 


BIOLOGY OF THE RACE PROBLEM (by Professor W. C. George) 15p + 4p postage 
One of the best scientific exposures of the myth of racial equality. 


THE COLLAPSE OF BRITISH POWER (by Correlli Barnett) £5 + 51p postage 
Devastating indictment of liberalism and its role in bringing about Britain’s 20th century decline, 
political, industrial and military. Essential reading for anyone who seeks to reverse British trends 


in coming decades. 
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ANDREW CONIAM 


Britain's ‘Colonels’ 
-or anew twist? 


PATRIOTIC BRITONS up and down the 
country, including perhaps some members 
of the National Front, have welcomed the 
emergence of the “private armies” under 
Colonel Stirling and General Walker. They see 
them as grass roots movements of the silent 
and frustrated majority. One can almost hear 
the sighs of relief. At last they are standing 
up to be counted, they say. The Dunkirk 
spirit has returned. Oh joy! 


Before we abandon ourselves to the’ 


general euphoria however, it could pay us to 
take a more sober look at some of the more 
puzzling features of this phenomenom. First 
let us look at the size of these “movements”. 
They claim to be rapidly approaching a 
strength of several million, yet until they 
were suddenly “exposed” by the Left, 
nobody had ever heard of them. The present 
writer meets a wide range of patriots, both 
inside and outside parties, in several large 
towns every week, yet has not come across 
one member of these organisations or met 
anyone who has ever been invited to join. 
To keep an organisation of millions of 
allegedly ordinary people secret over a long 
period, would be almost an impossible task, 
yet we are being asked to believe that this 
has occurred. 

The second puzzling feature is that 
such obscure, semi-secret and wholly 
undemocratic organisations, should over- 
night receive a veritable blaze of publicity 
in the press, even before they have done 
anything. This is the same press which has 
always begrudged publicising National Front 
activities on the grounds that it “believes” 
us to be dangerous, undemocratic extremists. 
Moreover, in the conservative press, which 
claims to be patriotic whilst emitting 
unrelenting hostility towards the N.F., these 
new organisations have received rapturous 
editorials. Whilst the wholly, democratic 
National Front is only ever described as an 
“extremist movement’, these newcomers 
are immediately hailed as “patriotic” 
movements. 


“PATRIOTISM NOT IN DOUBT” 


Puzzle number three is how the Daily 
Telegraph could say of Colonel Stirling that 
his “patriotism is not in doubt’, in view of 
his past record. Stirling lived in Africa for 
14 years involving himself with the Capricorn 
Society, a subversive multi-racial movement. 
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Like so many Reds before him, he was even- 
tually deported from South Africa and made 
very unwelcome in Rhodesia. Since returning 
to this country he is on record for stating 
that he cannot tolerate any distinctions based 
on race. It is a strange patriot indeed who 
can advocate the degeneration of his nation 
into a multi-racial stewpot on the Brazilian 
model. It is equally strange to hear that in 
view of such a record he should insist on 
describing himself as completely non- 
political. 

The next point to note about these 
organisations is not so much a puzzle as a 
most remarkable coincidence. That our 
nation has been in dire trouble in every 
sphere of national well-being for many 
years now, is common knowledge, but until 
recently there has always been some great 
white-hope of the establishment for the 
silent majority to pin their hopes on. It is 
indeed a “coincidence” that such move- 
ments should appear out of thin air (or if 
you prefer it, be “exposed”) at about the 
same time that there is a general election 
pending. Why did they not emerge years 
ago? 


“REDEFINING PATRIOTISM” 


The fifth disturbing fact about these 
movements is that both of them have speci- 
fically and repeatedly dissociated themselves 
from the “extreme right-wing” (the establish- 
ment’s euphemism for the National Front), 
almost as if the keeping of their followers 
away from this party was more important 
than their stated objective of “saving” Britain. 
As the National Front shares this stated 
objective, such emphasis becomes doubly 
puzzling. In fact so obsessed is Stirling with 
this matter that he even had the effrontery 
to remark that “patriotism is being ruined 
by the extreme right-wing”. Some sort of 
light on this enigma is perhaps provided by 
his most sinister statement that he is trying 
to “redefine patriotism for contemporary 
Britain”. One would have thought that 
patriotism could only be patriotism in any 
age, and that the only way to “redefine” it 
would be to change it into something rather 
less patriotic, such as internationalism or 
multi-racialism. 

“The volunteers who put themselves 
at the disposal of our organisation must be 


motivated not by politics but by sheer 
objective patriotism” — another remark by 
Stirling which on analysis becomes 
irrational. In view of Stirling’s far from 
patriotic record and the fact that patriotism 
can be nothing if not political (in as much 
as it is aligned against the anti-patriotic forces 
in society), one can only assume that the 
essence of that remark was its warning to the 
faithful to avoid patriotic parties like the 
plague. Further evidence of this intention is 
given when he flatly contradicts his non- 
political stance by declaring that “Our 
organisation must be seen to be giving teeth 
and credibility to the centre.” His 
“philosophy” is all dressed up in flowery 
language about preserving democracy, but 
what that statement boils down to is that his 
organisation aims to become the strong-arm 
mob that will protect the “old-gang”’ parties 
when disillusion becomes so strong that they 
feel threatened. 

Readers will by now have “‘twigged”’ 
what this article is driving at. Far from being 
a spontaneous uprising of the silent, frus- 
trated and patriotic majority, as eagerly 
portrayed by the press, “Great Britain 75” 
is almost certainly the creation and tool of 
the establishment parties to serve their own 
interests. There is no reason to question the 
patriotism of General Walker yet, but he 
could well be a very naive man, for his 
movement can only serve the same function 
as that of Colonel Stirling. 


THEY NEVER CHANGE 


We in the N.F. know through long 
experience that we have a well orchestrated 
national press in this country that will not 
give three cheers to anyone who is not on 
the side of internationalism in one form or 
another. Least of all will they consciously 
try to recruit the masses for patriotic 
movements, by exaggerating the numbers 
and the potential. Just as leopards do not 
change their spots, so powerful and estab- 
lished national institutions do not change 
their fundamental outlook on life. We can 
only conclude therefore that on this occasion. 
patriotism is being used in some way to 
further the interests of the internationalists. 

What purpose then do these movements 
serve? First and foremost of course, they 
serve as a replacement safety-valve, with the 
political decline, temporary or otherwise, of 
the Monday Club. In recent months all 
genuine patriots have had no alternative to 
the National Front, which must have been 
very worrying to the internationalist estab- 
lishment. They have now created a power- 
less vehicle into which thousands of patriots 
can climb without fear of being out on a 
limb or smeared in any way, and with the 
illusion that they are actually doing some- 
thing about our_national plight. That such 


movements constitute a blind alley for ~ 


patriots is something that is not likely to 
impinge on the minds of the people who 
join it, since their constitutions expressly 
forbid all serious political discussion and 
therefore denies them that political 
understanding and education which is the 
hall-mark of a genuine political movement. 


DIVIDE AND RULE 


Secondly, it is an ingenious means of 
maintaining the class division of the nation 
which enables Tweedledum and Tweedledee 
to continue their rule indefinitely. As soon 
as the Conservative press started to laud the 
anti-union image of the “colonels”, Labour 
politicians obligingly supplied the appropriate 
growling noises. A perfect set-up and pro- 
bably in the nick of time, for once the 
people start to loose their class conscious- 
ness, the days of the Labour and Conserva- 
tive Parties are numbered. The people must 
always have an identity and when the artifi- 
cially created class identity ceases to be of 
overriding importance to them, they will 
start to look for their true identity, which of 
course is their national identity. 

As anyone with an ounce of political 
awareness will know, merely attacking trades 
unionists will not solve industrial unrest in 
any way and will probably make it worse, as 
the last Conservative Government amply 
demonstrated. The only way to solve the 
problem is to attack the causes of the unrest 
which are inflation and rampant Marxism. 
This the establishment parties will not do, 
for not only do they wish to avoid acting 
against their paymasters, the finance houses 
(the originators of both problems), but they 
wish to preserve this polarisation of society 
on class lines at all costs. It is only by 
keeping the nation divided in this way that 
they can maintain their rule. 


ESTABLISHMENT MILITIA 


Finally, these movements could well 
serve the purpose of providing the establish- 
ment parties with their own private militia, 
a very useful commodity in times of national 
crisis. In spite of their carefully fostered con- 
servative image, we know from the utterings 
of these movements that they would be 
prepared to serve either Tweedledum or 
Tweedledee. 

If General Walker is a sincere patriot 
then he must be urged to see that his actions 
can only serve to prop up the forces that have 
been destroying this country. The only way 
to change anything that really matters is to 
form a government, and the only way to 
form a government is through a political 
party. There is only one substantial party in 
Britain today that is both democratic and 
genuinely patriotic and that is the National 
‘Front. 


The true nature 
of the World 
Council of Churches 


Reprinted with acknowledgements to — 
Rhodesian Commentary, P.O. Box 8232, 
Causeway, Salisbury, Rhodesia. 


IT IS not suggested that the World Council 
of Churches is wholly bad. Apart from the 
grants already referred to, the Council’s 
reconciling work in the Sudan deserves high 
praise. Yet on balance the evil far out-weighs 
the good. The true nature of the W.C.C. can 
be judged from its leaders and its actions. 

Until recently the General Secretary of 
the W.C.C. was Dr. Eugene Carson Blake. In 
1967 he was awarded a Lenin Peace Prize. 
Other recipients of this prize have included 
Fidel Castro of Cuba and the communist 
Ahmed Ben Bella! In April, 1972, Dr. Blake 
denounced the U.S. bombing in North 
Vietnam. He had not denounced the brutal 
invasion of South Vietnam which had oc- 
casioned it. 

The present General Secretary is the 
West Indian Dr. Philip Potter. In his 1972 
Christmas message he said: “The liberation 
movements are the expressions of the cries 
of the people — our cry — for salvation, 
liberation.” In the March, 1973, issue of the 
Canadian Churchman a description of Dr. 
Potter is given by Archbishop Ralph Dean, 
Metropolitan of British Columbia and an 
Anglican delegate to the most recent W.C.C. 
conference. “Philip Potter equates salvation 
with social justice. When he talks of salvation 
he leaves the Bible behind after ten minutes. 
At times he is a bitchy West Indian cursing 
the bloody English. But Potter is in Geneva 
because the English were once in the West 
Indies.” (The W.C.C. headquarters are at 
Geneva). 

The overwhelming bias of the W.C.C.’s 
activity is in a secularist, anti-Christian and 
pro-communist direction. In the 1962 Cuban 
missile crisis a W.C.C. statement expressed 
“grave concern and regret” at the “unilateral 
military action by the U.S.” It said nothing 
at all about the Soviet’s unilateral military 
action in putting the missiles in Cuba in the 
first place. At the time the W.C.C. was 
calling for boycotts against Rhodesia and 
South Africa it was demanding an end to the 
boycotts against communist Cuba! The 
English Church Times (December 11th, 
1970) reported a W.C.C. appeal for 
$90,000 “to help American draft-dodgers 
and deserters.” A special edition of the 
W.C.C.’s youth magazine was entitled 
“Just Men Desert”. 

The Council has provided funds 
(£3,500 in September, 1970) for the West 


Indian Standing Conference in Britain — “‘to 
create a strong black power base in the 
United Kingdom.” It has given money for 
the ‘“‘political education” (not general 
education) of Australian aborigines. Among 
the grants to the British Anti-Apartheid 
Movement was one of £2,000 in gratitude 
for “getting the South African cricket tour 
cancelled.” (The quotations are from the 
W.C.C.’s own handout). The current 1973 
handout lists another grant to the same 
body and enumerates its activities. The 
Movement:— 

“Lobbies the Government directly and 
indirectly, and campaigns in and through the 
trade union movement, political parties, 
universities and the public generally for an 
end to all forms of collaboration with the 
Southern African white minority regimes 
and for support for African resistance to 
them:” 

“Urges a ban on emigration to South 
Africa:” 

“Presses for economic sanctions; in 
particular to prevent South Africa con- 
tinuing to maintain the illegal Smith regime 
in Rhodesia.” 

One is hardly surprised to learn that 
the W.C.C. opposes the Portuguese Cabora 
Bassa scheme which will benefit millions of 
Africans: supports the U.K. Institute of 
Race Relations which investigate “white 
racism . . . in Britain” and encourages “the 
articulation of minority response to white 
racism:” makes grants to the Malcolm X 
“black power” university in the U.S., and is 
organizing a boycott of over 650 business 
concerns and banks having dealings with 
Southern Africa. Nor that a recent W.C.C. 
“consultation” supported ‘Puerto Rico’s 
long struggle for independence” and pledged 
solidarity with the organizers of a boycott of 
non-union lettuce from the western U.S.! 
(My source for the last two items is the 
Church Times, January 26th and March 
16th, 1973). 


All patriots should read 


CANDOUR 


The British Views Letter 
founded by 
A. K. Chesterton 


Published by Candour Publishing Co. 


Forest House, Liss Forest, Hants. 
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JOHN BEAN 


Analysis of the smear 


JOHN BEAN was National Organiser of the British National Party from 1960 to 1966, after 
which he became one of the key founders of the National Front. In 1964 he fought as B.N.P. 
parliamentary candidate at Southall and obtained 3,410 votes (9.4 per-cent of the poll), 
which was the best result achieved by any nationalist candidate prior to the formation of 
the N.F. From 1958 to 1968 he was Editor of the journal COMBAT. He is now Managing 


Director of a public relations firm. 


SMEARS and character assassinations have 
long been favourite weapons for the political 
Establishment — and the Left in particular — 
to use against the radical and nationalist 
Right. The intensity of the smear campaign 
is invariably in proportion to the growth 
and impact being made by the movement 
being smeared. It is logical, therefore, that 
the National Front should be subjected to 
an increasing campaign of abuse, distortion, 
lies and half-truths which reached a peak 
during the last election campaign. 

As a result of this, a myth seems to 
have established itself among a few supporters 
of the National Front, and particularly 
among those who have only “seen the light” 
within the last year or so. A little study of 
the substance of the myth will show that 
events have already discredited it time and 
time again. 

The membership, and indeed the 
leadership, of the National Front consists 
of people from a great variety of political 
backgrounds and some of none at all. In 
the less mature days of the party (and 
certainly when the writer was actively 
concerned) these differences of political 
background were sometimes the excuse for 
internal squabbles which only weakened us 
and delighted our opponents. However, as 
the party grew up it seemed that such things 
were put into their proper perspective and 
members did not attack each other for 
what they were in the past; they united 
on the common ideals for which they fought 
in the present. The last time that such 
childish bickering occurred on a significant 
scale was in 1972. That was brought to 
an end when a certain faction left the party 
shrieking to the world that it would for 
ever be condemned to failure because of its 
“extreme” image. The fraction, supported, so 
I understand, by about 1 per-cent of the 
NF membership, then formed a new party 
which, with a “respectable” image, was 
going to sweep forward to success. 

What happened to this new party? 
It is now more than two years since its 
formation and nothing ever seems to be 
heard of it. It did not put up any candidates 
at the last election and it appears that most 
of the leading lights who formed it fell 
out among themselves, with a number of 
them having the courage to admit they 
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were wrong and rejoining the National Front. 

Without trying to appear as the “old 
sage” of Nationalist politics, I have seen this 
happen many times during the past 24 years. 

What of the National Front? From 
my position of sitting on the side lines (and 
I can assure readers that I do not mean 
sitting on the fence), it would appear that the 
exodus of that faction in 1972 and the 
installation of new leadership marked the 
beginning of a spectacular run of success 
that has not yet abated. I understand that 
the party has grown in just over two years 
by about 350 per-cent. In 1970 it fielded 10 
candidates in the General Election. With 
zero growth, so I believe, between 1970 and 
1972 it certainly could not have fielded 
any more had an election been held in the 
latter year. 

Yet by October 1974 it was in a posi- 
tion to fight an election with no less than 
90 candidates. 


PHENOMENAL PROGRESS 


This represents progress that could 
with reason be called phenomenal — a Sunday 
Telegraph correspondent called it “truly 
remarkable”. Nothing anywhere near 
approaching it has been achieved by any of 
the numerous other nationalist and patriotic 
parties past or present in post-war Britain. 

Yet despite this growth there are still 
some people who believe that there is a 
recipe conveniently to hand for yet quicker 
growth: through the pursuit of the phantom 
of ‘respectability’ which they honestly, if 
rather naively, believe will lead to approval 
by the Establishment press and absence of 
militant opposition from the far left, Their 
thinking is roughly on these lines: 

(1) The NF attracts smears of ‘fascism’ 
from its opponents because of a youthful 
involvement on the part of one or two of its 
leaders with organisations of that type. 

(2) This smear propaganda is stopping 
the NF getting support. Were it not for it, 
the NF would get many more new members 
and much better votes in elections. 

(3) The smear propaganda would stop, 
and great waves of new support would come, 


if only the NF got rid of those individuals 
who were the target of it by reason of their 
past associations. : 
To the person without experience and 
knowledge of nationalist politics in Britain 
going back several years, and who therefore 
is prone to indulge in theoretical speculations; 
this argument can have a certain attraction. 
After all, it provides a facile answer to his 
frustrations and a convenient explanation 
for all setbacks. It is particularly seductive 
to the candidate who has just received a 
smaller vote in an election than he expected. 
In the case of some candidates it absolves him 
from considering reasons that are less 
flattering to him personally: weaknesses in 
his own local organisation; or perhaps an 
amateurishly conducted campaign; his own 
failure of leadership to galvanise his workers 
into greater effort; or even the fact that he 
may not have impressed the electors with his 
grasp of political issues. All these causes for 
introspection can be neatly brushed aside 
by resort to the old and worn out stratagem 
of blaming smear propaganda and, by 
implication, those personages in the party 
against whom it is directed. 


CONSIDER THE FACTS 


A mature and objective analysis, on 
the other hand, will not rely on theories but 
will consider only facts. 

The first fact is that everything in 
Britain — the electoral system, the political 
climate and tradition, and the staid political 
loyalties of the people — militates against 
the rapid development of new parties. 

Confirming this is the fact that since 
the end of the last war many attempts have 
been made to launch new parties and none 
have achieved a fraction of the success of 
the National Front. There has been a rich 
assortment of titles and images: Patriotic 
Party; New Conservative Party; True 
Conservative Party; Patriotic Front; National 
Labour Party; British National Party; British 
Resurgence Party; National Democratic 
Party; United Democratic Party; Action 
Party; Commonwealth Party; National 
Independence Party; British Movement; 
Greater Britain Movement. To name a few. 

None of these parties has had to 
contend with a fraction of the smear 
propaganda that the NF has met and some 
of them have faced no smear propaganda at 
all — being absolutely ‘respectable’, non- 
controversial, non-radical, in no way tainted 
with ‘extremism’. Yet such lilywhite images 


a 


have not got them anywhere. 

The next fact is that after considerable 
inquiries I see no evidence whatever of any 
co-relationship between volume of smear 
propaganda against the NF and its ability to 


gain support. In both the February and 


October elections this year good votes were 
obtained in several areas where smear prop- 
aganda appeared on a large scale, while 
much lesser votes were obtained in areas 
where almost no smears appeared. In some 
cases it was possible to compare election 
results in a single area where on one occasion 
a big smear campaign was conducted and on 
another occasion there were almost no 
smears. An instance in point was Blackburn, 
where in February nearly every household 
received a smear leaflet but where in October 
very little smears were seen or heard. The 
total vote in the latter election was slightly 
smaller in a nationally lower poll, while the 
percentage of the vote went up slightly — to 
about the same extent as the average NF 
increase in areas where the party fought in 
both elections. 


POLL WENT UP 


In some areas where the NF fought in 
October the poll went up substantially from 
February despite the fact that there were 
more smears going about than in February. 
This does not of course prove that smears 
help the NF, but neither is it proved that 
they hinder the NF because in some other 
areas there were more smears and a lower 
poll. Where the poll went down it was 
invariably found to be due to entirely 
different circumstances, such as the inter- 
vention of a Liberal candidate while there 
had not been one before, or the fact that 
there were less NF workers available due to 
the local branch having to disperse its forces 
over two constituencies instead of one, or 
three instead of two. Sometimes financial 
factors intervened, a branch having exhausted 
itself financially in the February election 
and having not had time to recover by 
October. 

As a means of measuring the effect of 
smears these examples are admittedly 
inconclusive: they neither absolutely prove 
nor absolutely disprove the theory that 
smears are effective. Other examples, how- 
ever, are available. 

Shortly before the October election 
certain NF branches carried out a survey of 
voters in their local constituencies to see why 
those with similar views to the NF did not 
vote for it in February. A practically negligible 
percentage (less than five) gave as their 
reason that they had been influenced by 
smear propaganda. The overwhelming 
majority gave three totally different reasons: 
(a) They had always been one-party loyalists, 
the same as their fathers and grandfathers, 
and they would never change; (b) They 
thought a vote for a small party was wasted; 


(c) They never even knew that the NF was 
standing! 

A perhaps more illuminating way of 
examining the smear theory than any of 
these so far employed is to study the 
performance of another small and new 
patriotic party standing in the recent 
election, the United Democratic Party. This 
organisation campaigned on issues that were 
substantially the same as those of the NF, and 
to the general public, if not to ourselves, 
their policy must have seemed indistinguish- 
able from NF policy. On the other hand, 
they had no controversial personalities 
among their leadership, no-one who had ever 
been connected with extremist political 
groups, and therefore no apparent vulner- 
ability to left-wing smears existed. 

Fighting in several constituencies, this 
party’s average percentage of the poll was 
0.7 — a fraction of that of the NF. I am 
informed that before the election certain 
of its supporters had written to NF Direc- 
torate members claiming that, as a party 
with a much more acceptable ‘image’, it had 
a much better chance than the NF of winning 
public support. This is exactly what was 
said to me several years ago by the leaders 
of the ‘National Democratic Party’, a group 
that had started at about the same time as 
the NF started in 1966. In the 1970 election 
that party fought 5 seats to the NF’s 10. 
Apart from a freak election in which one 
of its candidates stood alone against the 
then Speaker and thus scooped up all the 
Opposition votes, the NDP performed no 
better than the NF, despite the fact that it 
did not encounter a fraction of the smears. 
Since that time the NDP has scarcely been 
heard of and seems to have faded into total 
inactivity. 


BY-ELECTIONS 


From General Elections we might turn 
for a moment to by-elections, as it is here 
that smaller parties have a greater chance 
of making an impression. In the by-election 
at West Bromwich last year the NF achieved 
the best ever result of any British nationalist 
party in the post-war, period, winning nearly 
5,000 votes and gaining 16 per-cent of the 
total poll. This was the first and only case of 
such a party regaining its deposit since 
before the war. And who was the candidate? 
Martin Webster, who because of a brief 
involvement with an extremist group many 
years ago, when he was little more than a 
boy, is one of the chief targets in the NF for 
the smear propaganda of its opponents! 

If the theory that smear propaganda 
damages the National Front is correct, then 
the candidate who would surely suffer the 
greatest is one to whom the smears can be 
directly and personally applied. Martin 
Webster’s result at West Bromwich simply 
dashes this theory to smithereens. 

The Newham South by-election in 


1974 provided another useful lesson. While 
the candidate himself was not directly 
‘smearable’, a very thorough smear campaign 
was mounted against the party, with leaflets 
going through the majority of letterboxes in 
the constituency. This election resulted in a 
vote for the NF which was perhaps as great 
an achievement as that of West Bromwich, 
when it is considered that, unlike at West 
Bromwich, a Liberal was standing. In a low 
poll the NF obtained 11% per-cent of the 
total vote, very nearly winning back its 
deposit for a second time. 

At by-elections people are of course 
more willing to give minority parties a vote 
than at general elections. There is also the 
fact that forces of campaign workers can 
be concentrated in one area rather than 
dispersed over several. We can therefore 
expect to do better in a by-election than 
in a general election. But this does not 
alter the fact that the two best by-election 
results on record have been achieved in 
circumstances where vulnerability to smears 
has been greatest — not proof that smears 
are a help, perhaps, but certainly not proof 
that they are a hinderance! 


DO SMEARS HURT? 


Against this background of facts and 
figures, those who seek to establish the 
potency of the smear as a deterrent to public 
support stand on extremely weak ground. 
Let us not completely demolish them, 
however. Let us extend to them the very 
widest possible latitude. Let us do them the 
favour of considering the 1 per-cent chance 
that their argument might be right. Let us 
accept the hypothesis that smears hurt. 

Just where does that then lead us? 
Presumably to purging from the party those 
elements against whom the smears are 
directed — the people who because of some 
indiscreet past association, no matter how old, 
are branded by our opponents as ‘Fascist’, 
‘Nazi’ or some other such epithet. 

Then what? Will it just be a matter of 
‘Abracadabra’ — and the smears will cease? 
Those who imagine so ought, politically 
speaking, to go back to school. The smears 
will continue just as long as the National 
Front continues as a force in politics 
dangerous to those whom it opposes. The NF 
will still meet with howls of ‘Fascist’ from 
the Left just as the Left brands everybody 
as ‘Fascist’ whom it dislikes and fears, from 
Enoch Powell to Ian Smith, from Lord 
Longford to Mrs. Whitehouse. The smear 
leaflets against the NF will still go out. They 
may be worded a little differently, but their 
message will be the same. And why, anyway, 
should they be worded differently? The 
disappearance of certain NF personages from 
the scene will not necessarily mean that the 
Left will acknowledge their going. Many 
smear leaflets that the Left has put out 
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recently place among the NF hierarchy 
people who either never were part of that 
hierarchy or have not been so for a long 
time. They even include one distinguished 
naval gentleman who has for several years 
been dead! Truth is the last consideration 
that the publishers of these leaflets bother 
about. 


WHO’S GOING TO LISTEN? 


And it is no answer to this to say, 
“Yes, but at least we can say they are 
untrue!”’ The simple reply to this is: “And 
who is going to listen to you? Who is going 
to get the message? What facilities have you 
for communicating the fact of this untruth- 
fulness to everyone — other than masses 
of counter-smear leaflets which will be a 
huge job to distribute and which, when 
distributed, will probably influence no-one 
except to sound as if, as Shakespeare said, 
we ‘protesteth too much’?” 

The plain fact, which most sensible 
nationalists face, is that the smears of the 
Left, even in the unlikely event of them 
affecting our public support, are just a 
gauntlet that we will have to run as long as 
we are waging an effective battle for the 
things in which we believe. They will stop 
when, and only when, our opponents 
consider that we have ceased to be effective 
and when they correspondingly cease to 
fear us. 

Because of the very strong weight of 
evidence that smears do not substantially 
affect our support among the public, it is 
perhaps pertinent to end this analysis by 
asking why our opponents bother with them 
to the extent that they do? 

The answer to this question is perhaps 
rather complex. The Left always needs a 
visible object to hate, and what better object 
than the National Front, which surely 
represents everything that the Left hates 
most virulently? Not only this, but the Left 
also has no instinctive and natural impulse 
towards unity. Allowed to go its own way, 
it will fragment into a thousand little parts, 
each pursuing its own ideological fetish and 
regarding everyone else as ‘deviationist’. 
Given a common bogy, on the other hand, 
the Left can attain a semblance of unity. The 
shrewder left-wing leaders calculate that the 
NF provides an ideal bogy, a perfect catalyst 
to left-wing unity and action. 


MEMBER AGAINST MEMBER 


But perhaps there is more to it than 
that. Perhaps the Left calculates that, while 
smears may not affect the NF’s standing 
with the public, they could serve to spread 
alarm and despondency in the camp of the 


Page twelve 


NF itself. If they can turn one NF member 
against another, one NF leader against 
another, if they can get people in the NF 
thinking that they have a harmful effect, 
then all the effort in printing and circulating 
them will pay off handsomely. The morale 
of our party will be eroded by doubt. 
Tactical divergences :will arise which could 
split us asunder and deliver us back into 
political impotence. This, to some extent, is 
what happened in the old BNP as a result of 
a much smaller smear campaign. 

This will not happen if we remain 
steadfast and strong. It will only happen if 
we show weakness, and crack under the 
barrage of left-wing abuse and slander. The 
barrage, if it is aimed at us, is obviously aimed 
at the weaker willed ones amongst us, the 
people who have not the temperament for 
sustained struggle but who look for mythical 
paths to instant success — not seeming to 
know, or seeming to want to know, that all 


such paths have been explored and tried 
many times over in the past and proved to 
be illusory. Perhaps the barrage is also aimed 
at those who would like to find a reason for 
local setbacks in something other than their 
own shortcomings or their own mistakes. 

There is just one thing that is certain. 
The National Front has gathered such a 
momentum over the past couple of years that 
no power on earth can stop it now other 
than the voice of fear and doubt within 
itself and the seed of division that is latent 
in all movements where human beings of 
different character and thought gather 
together. 

Our enemies, who have failed to 
destroy. the NF by onslaughts from without, 
could still do so by exploiting weakness 
within. We can be sure that they are watching 
vigilantly for such an opportunity. That 
opportunity we must at all costs deny to 
them. 


“|, and in conclusion, you can RELY on us to deal with these problems 
in the traditional and time honoured parliamentary manner!’ 


MUCH EMPHASIS has traditionally been 
placed on the continuity of British foreign 
policy; the idea of presenting a united and 
consistent front to the rest of the world 
seems appropriate to patriotic aspirations. 
However, the fact that the major parties can, 
at present, find agreement on most facets 
of our relationship with the rest of the world 
is a cause for alarm rather than contentment. 
The example of Ulster demonstrates how a 
bi-partisan policy on an aspect of Home 
Affairs can destroy the morale of large 
numbers of our citizens and threaten the 
constitution and integrity of the United 
Kingdom. The consequences of a common 
misguided attitude to foreign relations can 
be just as serious. 

The Balance of Power concept of 
diplomacy, although still relevant, under- 
went a drastic change after 1945 so far as 
Britain, and indeed Europe, was concerned. 
Whereas our role, rightly or wrongly, was 
formerly to balance opposing forces of the 
mainland of Europe, in a pragmatic manner, 
by supporting the weaker side, the extension 
of Soviet Russian influence to beyond Berlin 
renders this policy obsolete. Our post-war 
leaders have reacted in a typically miserable 
fashion by submitting to what is almost 
total domination of West European affairs 
by the United States. 

Simultaneously, already weakened by 
the war, Britain’s will to retain her overseas 
territories rapidly collapsed under pressure 
from “World Opinion”. Apparently, the 
need to placate Black demagogues was 
greater than that of supporting our own kith 
and kin overseas. 

These twin policies, of submerging our 
national identity in a Western Europe con- 
trolled by forces alien to British interests, and 
of betraying our fellow-Britons and friends 
overseas, culminated in the entry into the 
European Economic Community in 1973. 
And it would be foolish to imagine that the 
nadir of our fortunes has yet been reached. 

Against the bleak background of the 
past, what policies should Nationalists 
advocate in the field of Foreign Affairs? 

This question can only be answered by 
reference to the fundamental principles of 
Nationalism, which are the promotion of 
unity within the State and the extension of 
State influence in the outside world. In this 
context there are four discernible State 
activities in which foreign policy plays a 
significant role. They are:— 

(1) The unity of the nation within its 
present boundaries must be the primary 
consideration of a Foreign Secretary (and, 
indeed, of all Ministers). While the bulk of 
this task will be dealt with by those involved 
in Home Affairs, there is yet much that can 
be done in the field of external relations. 

The most immediate threat to British 
unity is the terrorist campaign in Ulster, where 
a rebellious minority is seeking to subvert 
the British State by annexing the territory of 
Northern Ireland to the Irish Republic. In 
this it is secretly assisted in many ways by the 
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Government of the Irish Republic, the 
beneficiaries of the proposed annexation. 
Britain is in an economic and strategic 
position to apply firm pressure on_ this 
upstart republic to control the terrorists 
within its boundaries. 

Separatists in Scotland and Wales will 
undoubtedly find their numbers dwindling 
when a realistic Home Affairs policy is 
pursued, but this process could be accel- 
erated by a declaration to other countries 
that oil found by Britain in the North Sea 
and Celtic Sea would be ours and ours alone. 
The demands of E.E.C. countries to share 
this oil must be refused. 

Unity in the nation as a whole is 
inevitably greater when it is clearly seen 
that its Government is determined to assert 
its sovereignty and independence. When 
Britain has a leadership that will defy 
dictators like Amin of Uganda, cancel aid to 
ungrateful banana republics and bring about 
reconciliation with the British Family 
overseas, a rousing cheer will be heard in 
every corner of the United Kingdom which 
will drive the weak-willed into permanent 
exile. 

(2) The next great task of Nationalism 
is to reforge close connections with those 
who have ethnic and cultural affinity with 
the people of the State, but are for one 
reason or another outside its boundaries. 
The sentimental ties which Britain has 
traditionally enjoyed with those countries 
colonised by her people over the centuries 
still exist today, despite constant efforts by 
our enemies to break them. 

Our immediate aim should be to 
invite Canada, Australia and New Zealand to 
join us in a closer union than the present 
Commonwealth provides. Most of the residue 
of the Commonwealth can be jettisoned, and 
our relationships with them accorded no 
special formal status. They include mal- 
contents such as Uganda, Tanzania, Zambia, 
Malta, etc. 

Sanctions against Rhodesia should 
cease immediately, with Rhodesian inde- 
pendence being recognised. Negotiations with 


South Africa and Rhodesia should be held 
to enable these countries to enjoy close 
relations with Britain under their present 
type of leadership. 

(3) Having secured the reunion of the 
British Family, a common foreign policy 
should then be devised to safeguard the 
territory and extra-territorial interests of all 
British lands. The common policy would 
take careful notice of all previous relation- 
ships held by the individual countries with 
other states. 

The foreign affairs of this “Greater 
Britain” must be managed by a common 
Foreign Office based in London but with 
senior representatives from the overseas 
regions. 

This constitutional reorganisation 
obviously necessitates a drastic revision of 
foreign policy, from, as far as the United 
Kingdom is concerned, an almost exclus- 
ively European, to a global, outlook — a 
return to tradition. An increase in trade 
between the territories of the new Common- 
wealth would bring a strengthening of the 
Royal Navy, which has been sadly neglected 
in recent times. 

Just as our conduct of foreign affairs 
can help to promote unity in the smaller 
State, so also can it be a consolidating factor 
in the enlarged system. All British people 
must be sure that their interests are being 
well protected. Unity is strength — and our 
increased strength can produce greater 
unity. 

(4) The process of extending British 
influence and power throughout the world, 
and particularly where our interests are most 
at stake, is a continuous one, and is 2 most 
essential part of our Nationalist philosophy. 
The argument that a nation’s interests can 
best be served by a defensive, isolationist 
stance is fallacious, since national safety 
can be more fully guaranteed at a conse- 
quence of a thoughtful foreign policy. By 
assisting friendly countries, and by limiting 
the influence of our enemies, we may post- 
pone indefinitely a direct challenge on our 
sovereignty. 

An increase in defence spending will 
be the first contribution towards re-asserting 
British authority in an initially limited sphere. 
At present our forces, although qualitatively 
good, are small and too heavily committed. 
The addition of overseas territories would 
bring further resources, but also further 
commitments. A global foreign policy coupled 
with a large defence capacility can be fully 
successful only if forces can be transferred 
swiftly from one world arena to another. 

It is important to remember that a 
nation which is internally united and strong 
is in a good position to conduct its external 
relations in such a way as to maintain that 
strength and unity while furthering its 
influence abroad. A firm and vigorous 
foreign policy based on a Britain free from 
internal strife will ensure that this country 
once again plays an important role in world 
affairs. 
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The following is the text of the speech 
delivered to the National Front meeting on 
Remembrance Day by Squadron Leader 
John Harrison Broadley, D.F.C. 


I am sure all of us have one day in the 
year which we regard as being of particular 
importance and in my case it is Remembrance 
Day. 

I recall those now rather distant days 
when as a young man I joined the Royal Air 
Force in 1938 and was undergoing training 
at a Flying Training School as a pilot. 

There were some forty of us and we 
came not only from all parts of the British 
Isles but from Canada, Australia, New 
Zealand also from Rhodesia and South 
Africa. 

The summer of 1939 was on the 
whole a good one and the countryside was at 
its most beautiful and we all enjoyed life to 
the full. 

Regretably during that summer there 
were ominous signs that a war might start in 
Europe but we young men were quietly 
determined that come what may we would 
do our utmost to defend our Country. 

By November, 1944 some thirty-eight 
had been killed and the remaining two, 
Lester Kingsbury from Christchurch, New 
Zealand and myself had been shot down and 
were Prisoners of War. I had also lost two 
brothers and about this time my father died 
and of course many other comrades. 

I returned to this country after being a 
P.O.W. for four years and I went around 
trying to contact my young friends and when 
I arrived at their homes I heard words which 
were to become all too familiar “I am sorry 
you didn’t know David was killed in 1942 

,lamsorry...”. I went to Nottingham 
to see my dead Air Gunner’s Mother, alas, 
to find the poor woman had lost not one 
but five sons. My return from the war was 
one of much sadness as well as relief. 

In 1967, I attended the Remembrance 
Service at one of the churches where my 
family have the Patronage. The text was ‘War is 
Evil’ and by the end of the sermon I felt as 
though I were one inch high and lacking in 
all forms of human dignity. Never once did I 
hear a word of retribution regarding the great 
evil we had been fighting — a word of horror 
or indignitation regarding the mass exter- 
mination of millions of unfortunate and 
innocent people by the Nazi; or a word of 
sympathy expressed to relatives of those 
who had made the supreme sacrifice. 

After the service I can say that I gave 
that person one of the severest reprimands 
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An RAF man 
remembers 


that any cleric has received. There was of 
course a conspiracy within the Church at that 
time, to take that particular action which 
caused great distress to so many ex-service 
organisations. 

Politically, I have watched my country 
diminish from a once proud and prosperous 
nation, to become the laughing stock of the 
world, and so it would appear that all this 
sacrifice had been in vain. 

The two main political parties have 
behaved like hucksters in the market place; 


At a meeting on October 20th the 
National Directorate of the National Front, 
by an acting Chairman’s casting vote, elected 
Mr. Kingsley Read as National Chairman 
of the NF for the year 1974/75. He replaces 
Mr. John Tyndall, who had been National 
Chairman for just over 2 years previously. 

Kingsley Read is 38. He was born in 
Liverpool, and has lived most of his life in 
Blackburn, Lancs., where he now runs a 
wholesale and retail carpet and textile 
business. 

After leaving school he served as a 
national serviceman in the Royal Army 
Education Corps attached to the Highland 
Light Infantry in BAOR, finishing his service 
with the rank of Sergeant. 

After leaving the Army he studied at 
Leeds University. 

Prior to joining the National Front at 
the beginning of 1973 he was a prominent 
member of his local Tory Party, being 
Chairman of its Political Council and on 
the short list of approved Parliamentary 
candidates for Blackburn, as well as being 
on the list of approved speakers for the 
N.W. England area. 

Since joining the NF he has become 
one of its leading activists in his region. 
He first became Organiser of the Blackburn 
Branch and later Organiser of N.W. England 
Region. He has played a big part in the 
party’s rapid growth in Lancashire, and 
has become one of its leading national 
speakers. 

He stood as NF parliamentary can- 
didate for Blackburn in the February 1974 
General Election and obtained 1,778 votes 
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vying one with another for personal prestige 
and with never a thought for our country’s 
welfare. 

So all would seem to have been lost 

: but this is not so, for in 1967, a 
handful of pioneers formed a new political 
party, the National Front. Some of you will 
have heard me say before that many 
servicemen like myself wished to see a 
restoration of that spirit of patriotism that 
existed during the war — and that is why I 
joined the National Front because they were 
the only people to have kept that spirit 
alive. 

I look to you members of the National 
Front as my new comrades in this fight for 
the return of our country to its former 
glory. 

The going will be increasingly hard 
and perhaps bitter but above all let me say 
this to you: “BE PROUD — BE BRAVE — 
BE DECENT” — “HONOR POST FUNERA 
VIVIT”. 


Pe 
ee 
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(4.2 per-cent of the poll). He stood again 
in the October election and obtained 1,758 
votes in a lower poll, slightly increasing 
his percentage of the poll to 4.4. 

In addition to his political activities, 
Kingsley Read has played a prominent part 
in the Blackburn Residents Association. 

Kingsley Read has been a lifelong sports 
enthusiast and is a certified AAA coach. 

He is married and has two children of 
his own, as well as one adopted child and 
two step children. 

Among his favourite reading matter is 
Anglo-Saxon history. 
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TO DISCERNING eyes, the Portuguese 
revolution is neither just Portuguese nor 
just a revolution—it is The Revolution at 
work—a carbon copy of every subversive 
machination of the International from 1789 
onwards. Imported agitators, secret societies, 
peripheral attack and international finance, 
all waiting upon the first sign of faltering 
faith to suggest the crack through which the 
avalanche may pour. 

But we may be sure that whatever 
liberal eyes discern, they will “shut their 
coward gates” on avalanches as well as 
atomies. Every new Kerensky is welcomed 
with fleeting enthusiasm, every latest Lenin 
embraced with fervour and the resulting red 
republics launched on torrents of “assistance 
of every kind” that they themselves desire, 
involuntarily provided by the tax-payers of 
the “‘free world” which is thereby forced to 
finance its own enslavement to that satanic 
power whose initial and aptest symbol was 
the golden calf. 

If more than historical evidence of these 
truths is still needed, the Panorama pro- 
gramme of 29th April rushed joyfully to 
furnish it, and in the process to prove yet 
again that the B.B.C. is probably the most 
blatant propaganda machine the World 
Revolution possesses. 

The pattern was set with the selection 
from a cast of hundreds on a crowded train, 
of one Fernando Fereia, “‘a businessmen’’, 
who, vouching for his own commonsense, 
declared his unalloyed happiness at the 
“coup”. No, he was not frightened since 
“nothing could be worse than the last thirty- 
seven years in Portugal, so it must be better’’. 
A sure indication that we shall soon be 
hearing of hitherto concealed tortures, 
concentration camps, famines, crime-waves, 
atomic bombs and political pollutions that 
have ravaged the country while most of the 
rest of the world has peacefully organised 
the absence of any such outrages. Accusations 
of anti-Semitism and colour-bars may have to 
wait a little longer, but they too will come. 
Since the propaganda machines have 
seemingly embedded the “six million Jew 
myth” into the world conscience (I.T.V.’s 
World at War now makes it seven million), 
they will hardly hesitate over a few inaccura- 
cies concerning Portugal, her overseas 
territories, and when needed, Spain, 
Rhodesia, South Africa, Greece, Chile or any 
potential kicker over red traces. 

Still accompanying Fernando, the 
cameras next moved to Lisbon and the spec- 
tacle of a howling mob, complete with 


that 


Hammer and Sickle adorned red flags, calling 
for the blood of an alleged secret police 
agent, who turned out to be an unarmed, 
black, ex-boxer. The Panoramic comment 
was: “Witch-hunts like this are going on all 
over the country. The Portuguese so long 
denied real justice, are trying to make their 
own . Even a level-headed man like 
Fernando Fereia is half-carried away by the 
excitement of ferreting out the men from the 
D.G.S.” (Security Police). Fernando wipes 
away a tear and says he is not at all worried 
by the violent demonstration. “None of this 
would have happened if the students had 
not been shot by the secret police . . . let 
them worry now.” 

However, the level-headed businessman 
was not the only one to be half carried away 
by the excitement. The last act of the Pana- 
drama abandoned any vestigate of objectivity. 
One hundred remarkably spry political 
prisoners “released to the arms of their 
families” were lyrically described as “these 
ghosts from the past suddenly in every 
Lisbon sitting room’’. A liberal editor agreed 
“After forty-eight years of total 
repression you seem to have total freedom”’. 
A weeping African child was found todescribe 
yet another massacre by the Portuguese Army 
in Mozambique. A prison of dark and terrible 


aspect once housing political prisoners was 
suddenly converted into a sunlit hospice 
where appetising meals were served now that 
the inmates were the erstwhile security 
policemen. 

The object of the whole operation was 
summarised by the exuberant B.B.C., voice 
announcing: 

“After fifty years the Red Flag flies 

again in Lisbon.” 

Following this, 1.T.V.’s This Week team 
were left with something of an anti-climax. 
They could only produce shots of the D.G:S. 
headquarters showing shelves full of banned 
books, a heap of handguns and a pile of 
ashes containing the nagled spines of loose- 
leaf files—not a bone or a rubber truncheon 
in sight! A poor showing after “forty-eight 
years of total repression”’. 

We should perhaps be grateful that 
these programmes have so graphically under- 
lined the current meaning of “freedom’’. So, 
are we warned. Given a Spinola-Soares- 
Cunhal coalition, Soares-Wilson cordiality 
and Eire-Ulster agreement, together they can 
unravel the Maze and play happy families 
with Soames. Callaghan and the I.R.A. in a 
“renegotiated” Common Market. 

The hope for Portugal and for the 
world lies in the phrase: “After fifty years, 
the Red Flag flies again’’. For thirty-four of 
those fifty years, the faith and inspiration 
of Salazar preserved his country from the 
tides of corruption and chaos sweeping 
round it. The same resolution in the face of 
the same enemy will inspire another victory 
— God willing — a more permanent one. 

St. George slew the dragon. 
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SIR: We are witnessing in Britain the 


appearance of organisations aimed at 
countering the social, economic and political 
consequences of Trade Union action in what 
seems likely to be the near future. These 
organisations, directed apparently by retired 
military men, represent a curious amalgam 
of patriotism and defence of industrial 
capitalism. 

The lack of any clear-cut ideological 
commitment on the part of the organisers: 
the obsession with the maintenance of the 
status quo, rather than with the creation of 
some radical alternative to the decadent and 
decaying political system now in existence, 
is Ominous. 

It would be unfortunate if these 
movements were to employ genuine nationa- 
list passions in what would amount to a 
‘class war. The ‘working man’ is by no means 
Red: even if he permits himself to be a Red 
tool whilst the carrot of increased material 
reward is held before him. On the contrary, 
as in Ulster, there is ample evidence of the 
essentially patriotic attitude of the working 
classes. This attitude can only be under- 
mined by the development of bourgeois 
‘action groups’ which, devoid of clear 
political concepts, must necessarily rely 
upon the old and meaningless rally-cry of 
class unity. 

I would feel that the National Front 
would serve the cause of Britain considerably 
by taking a definite stand against such 
organisations. The National Front is not, I 
would hope, a class riddled political machine, 
but a genuinely unifying force. As such, 
these ‘action groups’ are inimical to NF 
ideology. 


R. NEWMAN 
University of York 


SIR: I have just retired after a working 
lifetime spanning 47 years during which 
period I have never been on strike at any 
time or for any reason; neither have I ever 
drawn a penny of state unemployment pay. 
I have contributed to the national funds for 
48 years. In another sphere my family has 
had the privilege of serving our country in 
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another way. My grandfather fell at Bronk- 
hurst Spruit (1881). My father died as a 
result of overstrain working on the guns of 
the warships Hogue, Kent and Irresistible 
(1909). My stepfather fell at Ypres (1917). 
Although over age, I volunteered for flying 
duties and was shot down during the Battle 
of Britain (1940). For this record of service 
to King and country I expect no recognition 
(neither, I suspect, did my forbears). It has 
been a privilege. What I cannot understand, 
however, is the fact that the latest arrival 
from Montego Bay or Rawalpindi enjoys 
exactly the same benefits and rights as me. 
I just cannot accept this as being just or 
fair. 
P.G. HONNOR 
Gillingham, Kent 


SIR: The Labour Government’s intention to 
phase out pay beds in the National Health 
Service should be regarded with extreme dis- 
quiet by all patriotic Britons. This is not, as 
it seems, an attempt to abolish privilege in 
the health service, rather it will result in the 
opposite. It is well known that our health 
service is already being run by immigrant 
doctors who come into this country with 
inadequate qualifications and low standards 
of hygiene. If pay beds are banned from the 
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Spearhead publishes the best letter to the press on National Front policy every 


health service then our own British doctors 
will leave the health service in favour of 
private clinics where they will be paid at the 
level that their skill commands, while working 
class people who cannot afford to pay for 
treatment will be dependent on an almost 
totally immigrant medical staff with an 
even lower standard of treatment. 

Yet again the reds in the Labour Party 
are trying to destroy this country by making 
an extremely important part of our services 
dependent on immigrants. 

Miss A. HAMILTON, 
London S.W.7. 


SIR: If all was well in the world — if 
national economies were working well, if 
prices and wages were stable, there would 
be no need of a World Government therefore 
those whose aim is to rule a World Govern- 
ment don’t want national economies to 
work well. They want breakdowns and chaos 
— thus making national governments turn 
to a world authority to get them out of their 
difficulties. Are then world economic 
difficulties artificially created — deliberately 
created — so that the Money Power can 
achieve their aim of World Government? 
B. T. LEWIS 
Penarth, Glam. 


month. Send your cutting to us not later than the 15th of the previous month. 
You could win a £1 Nationalist Books voucher. This month’s winner (below) was 
published in the Evening Echo, Hemel Hempstead. 


Will the 
Front be 


National 
the 


saviour of Britain? 


I WAS most interested to read K. 
Powell’s letter and his abusive 
remarks about the National Front. 


Although not a member of the 
National Front, I will in the future 
vote for no other party! 


The British people have been 
betrayed from the Common Market 
to immigration, and every attempt 
has been made to undermine and 
destroy all that has been cherished 
and sustained throughout the ages. 

Is it then any wonder that 
something like 1,000 people each 
week are joining the National 
Front? 


These people are not Fascists, 


but ordinary folk with a love and 
respect for our own race and our 
way of life. 


As a working man and proud of 
my ability to work, I would like to 
know why K. Powell thinks that the 
National Front should be anti-trade 
union? Many National Front 
members are also trade unionists. 


After all it is not the trade 
unionist who has destroyed this 
country, but our half-witted Labour 
and Tory ministers, with the help of 
the unstable Liberal Pa>ty. 


E. R. Collins 
139 Toms Lane 
Kings Langley 


MARTIN WEBSTER 


Trouble shooting 


A Gentleman of the Press 

Members of the National Front will 
have learned from the VF Members’ Bulletin 
that the party will not be giving Mr. Martin 
Walker co-operation in the production of his 
proposed book “about the National Front” 
to be published by Messrs. Andre Deutsch. 

Walker, it will be remembered, was 
until recently the compiler of the now 
lapsed ‘Open File’ column in The Guardian 
which specialised in purveying garbled ‘inside’ 
information, misinformation and silly rubbish 
about the NF. A regular feature of his articles 
was a desire to promote a so-called ‘Populist’ 
faction within the NF. 


While the party would not and has not 
in the past in any way prevented journalists 
from writing about the NF, the party leader- 
ship has the right not to extend co-operation 
to a writer who might seek to promote 
factions within the party. 

I seem to remember that it was reported 
not long ago that the Editor of The Guardian 
confined Walker to making comment only on 
the Communist Party and National Front 
campaigns during the February General 
Election, and then prevented him from 
commenting on election politics altogether 
during the October election. 

If that report was true, then it casts an 
interesting light on the extent to which 
Walker has standing as an objective political 
commentator. If Walker is not taken seriously 
by his colleagues (who are no friends of the 
NF), why should the leadership of the NF 
tisk making itself a laughing-stock by genu- 
flecting before him? 

“Genuflection” is precisely what 
Walker wants from the NF leadership, for he 
takes himself very seriously indeed. When he 
first heard of the NF’s policy of non-co- 
operation he wrote to the NF Chairman, 
Mr. J. Kingsley Read, and demanded not 
merely co-operation but free access to con- 
fidential files at NF Head Office! My opinion 
is that Mr. Read needs the services of Mr. 
Harvey Smith rather than a secretary to 
convey his reaction to such impudence! 

Later, when Walker came to see the 
text of the non-co-operation ruling issued via 
the NF Members’ Bulletin he took exception 
to the wording of the document and tele- 
phoned a member of the NF National 
Directorate to state that he was contem- 
plating the issue of a Writ for Libel against 
the NF and that his publishers were quite 
keen on the action as it would provide 
valuable pre-publicity for the book! 

It would appear that Walker is so 
objective that he demands the freedom to say 
what he wants about the NF (with the full 
co-operation of the NF!) but will contemplate 


the use of big money and the Law to inhibit 
the freedom of the NF to make anything 
other than adulatory comments about him- 
self! 

There are other matters pertaining to 
Walker which need careful consideration. We 
all know that there exists a Coterie of 
opponents to the NF whose operations are 
far more subtle and cunning than the op- 
position which the party gets from lunatics 
like the International Socialists. 

The ‘shorthand’ name of this Coterie 
is the 62 Group — a militant Zionist group 
which has friends in the Board of Deputies 
of British Jews, the Association of Jewish 
Ex-Servicemen and the British section of Shin 
Beth, the Israeli Secret Service. 

Part of the function of the 62 Group is 
to keep the ordinary Jewish people of Britain 
in a state of stampede behind the Zionist 
cause by promoting the bogey of “anti- 
Semitism”. The Group uses the National 
Front as the bogeyman — quite unfairly 
so in my opinion. Thus the Group provides 
cash for extreme Left Wing (and supposedly 


‘anti-Zionist) organisations like Ygael Gluck- 


stein’s International Socialists in return for 
their mounting violent attacks on NF 
activities. The coterie is also responsible for 
the publication of smear literature against 
the NF which is distributed during elections. 

But the Group knows that smear 
literature distributed in a semi-clandestine 
way by organisations ordinary people have 
never heard of is of marginal value. The 
continued growth of the NF has proved this. 
People are possibly more likely to be taken 
in by what they read in their normal daily 
newspaper. Thus the Group needs an outlet 
for its poison in Fleet Street. 

It would not be a difficult matter for 
the Group to make contact with journalists 
hungry for scoops and anxious to build their 
reputations and feed them with information 
which they couldn’t hope to get very easily 
in the normal course of events. It is possible 
that the Coterie would not even let the 
journalists know who was really feeding 
them with stories, and for what purpose. 
Contact would merely need to be made by 
an individual who just-so-happened to be in 
possession of ‘hot copy’. 

When we review the track record of 
Walker’s ‘Open File’, we see that he has 
a bee in his bonnet not just about the NF, 
but about all other matters which engage the 
attention of the Zionist movement. It would 
not be too wide of the mark to suggest that 
the features in his column which were of real 
substance were features which dealt with the 
NF, the Arab/Israel struggle, the Plight of 
the Jews in Russia, etc. 


The possibility that Walker had become 
(unknowingly, no doubt) an outlet for the 
propaganda of the Group first suggested 
itself when he wrote a story about an NF 
member who supposedly sustains contacts 
with friends in Rhodesia. 

What was exclusive about Walker’s 
story was that he was able to give the person’s 
NF membership number. In this regard it is 
noteworthy that in 1970 the NF Head 
Office (then in Fleet Street) was raided by 
or on behalf of the 62 Group. Among the 
items stolen was the membership file card of 
the above-mentioned NF member. 

Earlier this year, Walker was able to 
publish a story about the attempt, in the 
early 1960’s, by a now defunct National 
Socialist Movement, to persuade the then 
United Arab Republic Military Attache in 
London, Col. Shazly, to fund an N.S.M. 
pirate radio. While somenews of this attempted 
deal did break surface at the time, full details 
of the scheme were not released. 


As I understand it, the N.S.M./Shazly 
deal was blown sky-high because the N.S.M. 
was penetrated by a 62 Group informant 
who stole documents pertaining to the 
scheme from the N.S.M. office. Those docu- 
ments were quoted at length years later and 
for the first time in Walker’s ‘Open File’. 

The reason why this story was brought 
to life again was not, clearly, to “expose” 
the N.S.M. That outfit went out of business 
many years ago. The reason was that Col. 
Shazly had been appointed U.A.R. Ambas- 
sador to London and Walker’s story was 
a clearly calculated Zionist effort to under- 
mine Shazly’s standing. This was an under- 
standable ploy, as Shazly is fanatically anti- 
Zionist. 

Naturally lin no way suggest that Martin 
Walker knew anything of or had any part in 
the theft of documents from the N.S.M. in 
1961/2, or from the NF in 1970; nor do I sug- 
gest that he would approve of such a manner 
of obtaining information. All I do say is that 
his informants are prepared to provide him 
with documents obtained ina dubious manner. 


The final indication that Walker was 
being fed by an intelligence network came 
when he was able to reveal, with documen- 
tation, the existence of a secret deal whereby 
the Government of Jordan was planning to 
sell surplus military equipment to Rhodesia 
in defiance of U.N. sanctions. 

It was these Zionist angle exclusive 
stories which enabled Walker’s name to 
appear on the front page of The Guardian 
more and more frequently. He has every 
reason to be very grateful to his no doubt 
anonymous informants. 
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THE COLUMN ENTERS TRAFALGAR SQUARE 


REMEMBRANCE 
DAY: BEST 
EVER NF. 
TURN-OUT 


An estimated 5,000 people marched through 
London on the Annual Remembrance Day parade 
staged by the National Front on the afternoon of 
November 10th. This represented the biggest ever 
turn-out by N.F. members and supporters and indeed 
the greatest patriotic demonstration seen anywhere 
in the United Kingdom since the last war. 

An eye-witness account from one of the 
marchers present gives an idea of the size of the 
demonstration: “I was near the front of the column, 
just behind the flag party. We wheeled into Whitehall 
from Parliament Square, marched up past the Cenotaph 
and then did a U-turn down the other side of Whitehall 
facing the way that we had come, until we halted a 
short distance from the corner leading from Parliament 
Square. I was able to see the length of the column as 
it came around that corner. Remember that the front 
part was already stretching along the whole of the 
route that we had marched, but long after we had 
halted facing Parliament Square the remainder was 
still coming around the corner. It seemed endless. I 
recall last year being in the same position and noting 
the time that the rear of the column took to come 
out of the Square. This year it took much longer.” 

The march was led by a fine pipe band. After- 
wards came the flag party, with column after column 
of Union Jacks, together with the regional flags of 
the United Kingdom and the flags of White Common- 
wealth and ex-Commonwealth countries. The route 
was lined by fascinated by-standers in their thousands, 
many of whom cheered as the column went by. Just 
a few left-wingers came along as observers. One could 
see the hate on their faces, but this time, just for 
once, they did not cause any trouble. 

The column marched from Victoria, up Victoria 
Street, around Parliament Square and into Whitehall, 
as is customary every year. The normal ceremony then 
took place at the Cenotaph. Wreaths were laid by 
Squadron Leader John Harrison Broadley, D.F.C., 
and Mr. Roy Painter. A brief prayer was conducted 
by the Rev. Brian Green and the last post was sounded 
along with a two-minute silence. 

The column then proceeded up to Trafalgar 
Square, then along The Strand into Kingsway in the 
direction of Lincoln’s Inn Fields, where the traditional 
meeting was held. This year an indoor meeting was 
not possible because premises of sufficient size could 
not be found which were available on the date. A great 
crowd gathered in Lincoln’s Inn Fields to listen to the 
NF speakers. Squadron Leader Harrison Broadley, Roy 
Painter, John Tyndall and Kingsley Read spoke, with 
Martin Webster as Chairman for the occasion. Mr. 
Webster’s usual persuasive powers as a fund-raiser were 
put into operation and the collection raised a mag- 
nificent (for an outdoor meeting) £1,000. The meeting 
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ended in tremendous enthusiasm. 

Attendances at Remembrance Day 
have come to be recognised as a barometer 
of the growth of the National Front. In 
1971 about 800 people marched. In 1972 
the estimated figure was 1,500, in 1973 
estimates varied between 3,000 and just 
over 4,000 and Spearhead accepted the 
estimate of a police inspector present, which 
was around the latter figure. This year no-one 
present (apart from the public media, who 
always under-state figures for NF turn-outs) 
believed that there were less than 5,000 on 
the march and many thought there were 
more. Out of caution, we are accepting the 
figure of 5,000. 

This represents a truly remarkable 
growth of the party, of which all members 
can be proud. Credit also must be given to 
those who have taken so much trouble in 
organising these events. This year, as in the 
past, Martin Webster has been the principal 
organiser at Headquarters level, and he has 
been well assisted by many local organisers 
who have gone to great trouble to arrange 
coach parties to get members to the event. 
Also stewards must be congratulated on 
the high standards of orderliness that were 
achieved during the march. 

There is only one trouble about these 
great occasions — they always set us ever 
higher targets for the following year! 


NF Officers elected 
for 1974-75 


Results of elections to the National’ 


Directorate of the National Front for 
1974/75 were as follows:— 

Newly elected to the Directorate were: 
Andrew Coniam, Joan Sandland and Roy 
Painter. 

Re-elected were: Walter Barton, 
Blaise Wyndham, Andrew Brons, Carl Lane, 
Peter Holland, Anthony Reed-Herbert, Peter 
Williams and Edward Arthurton. 

Also sitting on the Directorate, not 
having been required to seek-re-election this 
year, are: Gordon Brown, John Fairhurst, 
Richard Franklin, Richard Lawson, Kingsley 
Read, Malcolm Skeggs, John Tyndall, 
Anthony Webber and Martin Webster. 

At the first meeting of the new 
National Directorate on October 20th 
Kingsley Read was elected as National 
Chairman and John Tyndall as National 
Deputy Chairman. In addition to these two, 
Martin Webster, Gordon Brown, Richard 
Lawson and Roy Painter were elected to 
the Executive Council. 

Heads of Directorate departments were 
elected as follows:— 

Policy Committee: John Tyndall; 
Administration Committee: Richard Lawson; 
Activities Committee: Martin Webster; 
Industrial Committee: Walter Barton; Branch 
Development Committee: Anthony Reed- 
Herbert; Student Affairs Committee: Richard 
Lawson; Finance Department: Carl Lane. 


Help these 
loyal members 


During the early stages of the October 


General Election campaign Mr. John Tyndall 
attended an open-air election meeting in the 
Stevenage shopping precinct in order to speak 
on behalf of Mr. Ken Taylor, NF candidate 
for Hertford and Stevenage. During the 
course of the meeting a mob of banner- 
waving International Marxists and Inter- 
national Socialists attempted to chant down 
the speakers at the meeting, but failed. 

Later, when Mr. Tyndall and Mr. 
Taylor, accompanied by a few local NF 
members, were making their way to their 
cars they were mobbed by the IS. and 
I.M.G. gang. At one stage one of the Red 
ringleaders made to strike Mr. Tyndall from 
behind with a heavy banner. 

Fourteen year old Shane Barber, whose 
parents are both active local NF members, 
pounced on the attacker and courageously 
fended off the blow aimed at Mr. Tyndall. 
For this he was arrested, charged with 
“threatening behaviour’ and _ eventually 
brought before the Juvenile Court where he 
was convicted. However, in view of the 
aggressive conduct of the Red mob, he was 
only given a conditional discharge. 

Shane’s parents decided not to fight 
the case with Legal Aid and now they face 
more than £30 in legal expenses. Spearhead 
hopes that its readers would wish to give 
some financial help. Those who wish to do 
so should send cheques addressed to the 
National Front, at SO Pawsons Road, 
Croydon, Surrey, together with a note 
explaining the purpose of the donation. 


N.F. LEADERSHIP 


STATEMENT BY THE EDITOR 


Following the elections to Chairman 
and Deputy Chairman of the National Front, 
our Editor, Mr. John Tyndall, who was NF 
Chairman from July 1972 until October this 
year, has received a considerable amount of 
correspondence pertaining to these elections. 
From some of this correspondence it is 
evident that some people are under the 
impression that Mr. Tyndall voluntarily 
relinquished the position of Chairman by 
not standing for election this year. 

Mr. Tyndall wishes it to be understood 
that this is not so. He was available as a 
candidate for the NF Chairmanship but was 
not re-elected. 


CALLING THE WRITER! 


With our article “Diagnosis of the 
Health Service and its treatment”, published 
in our last issue, we failed to print the 
name of the writer. This was because 
he had neglected to append his name to 
the article when he sent it in. He sent a 
letter in with the article but this was 
separated from the article by the time it 
went to print. 

If this writer will inform us of his name 
we will print acknowledgements to him in 
our next issue, as is proper. 


1974 NATIONAL FRONT 
ANNUAL GENERAL MEETING 


SATURDAY, 4th JANUARY, 1975 


9.45 am to 5.30 pm 


Conway Hall, Red Lion Square, 
London W.C.1 


The National Front is Britain’s fastest-growing party which 
says: “Put Britain and the British people first!”’. It is the true 
voice of the British people. Its main policies have been proved 
by one opinion poll after another to represent the views of the 
great majority of the British people. Find out more about the 
National Front by completing this form and sending it to: 
The Secretary, National Front, 50 Pawsons Road, Croydon 
CRO 2QF, Surrey. (Tel. 01-684 3730) 


puts 
Britain 


First 


The National Front needs money. It needs the funds to 
print leaflets, pamphlets and posters, to fight elections, to 
mount demonstrations, to organise the biggest patriotic 
movement in Britain. 

So invest in your country’s future. Send a donation to the 
National Front Fighting Fund today. It will be money well 
spent. 
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NEIL FARNELL 


RED ALERT 
IN THE 


UNIONS 


This is the third of a series of articles which are appearing in 
SPEARHEAD dealing with subversive elements in British industry 
and what must be done to combat them. The writer, Neil Farnell, is 
a member of the Transport and General Workers’ Union, and one of 
the National Front’s leading spokesmen on trade union affairs. 


THE SMALLEST but fastest growing subversive group of any signifi- 
cance in British industry are the International Socialists (IS). The IS 
has its roots in the old Trotskyite movement and was founded in the 
early 1950s. The party’s permanent leader is an alien Ygael 
Gluckstein, who uses the pseudonym Tony Cliff. Steven Jeffreys, 
an ex LSE student and once an AUEW(E) shop steward at Chrysler’s 
Linwood Plant is the Industrial Organiser, and most of the top 
positions are occupied by aliens. 

The IS has a weekly paper Socialist Worker and a monthly 
‘theoretical’ journal Jnternational Socialism, Socialist Worker 
circulation is claimed at over 35,000 copies, and the paper has the 
services of Report, a large picture agency. The paper gives extensive 
industrial coverage — favouring rank and file movements — and uses 
its invective more against trade union leaders who co-operate with 
the government than it does against employers, e.g. “Mr. ‘social 
compact’ Murray will do nothing at all unless a boot is applied to 
his bottom. Let’s make it a big boot and a powerful kick.” (20/4/74). 
Because of this attitude, some unions refuse to put the paper on 
their mailing list for literature. 

The IS Industrial Department churns out a prolific amount of 
industrial propaganda in comparison to the number of IS members in 
trade unions. The organisation also ‘sponsors’ a number of rank 
and file papers for specific industries, e.g. The Carworker, Collier, 
GEC Rank & File, Hospital Worker, London Platform (buses), Post 
Office Worker, Rank & File Teacher, Redder Tape (civil servants), 
Steel Worker, Technical Teacher, Printworker, Dockworker and 
Building Worker. The IS is not as obsessed with theory (dialectical 
materialism) as the other ultra-left groups and consequently, these 
papers and Socialist Worker are easier for ordinary workers to 
read. Their comparative simplicity however, combined with a heavy 
emphasis on violent revolution, attracts to the IS the more thuggish 
type of Marxist. The International Socialists also ‘sponsor’ another 
paper, Nalgo Action News, which is the organ of the IS-dominated 
‘Nalgo Action Group’, formed in 1969. The Group has two 
members on the national executive of the National Association of 
Local Government Officers and claims support of other executive 
members. The Nalgo Action Group was originally London based, 
but now has a network of committees throughout the country. 

Another front group around an [S-controlled paper is “Case- 
Con’; the name of both the group of social workers and their paper 
— about which the Daily Mail stated on Feb.26th: “Now we’re even 
paying for revolution on the rates!” Yet another paper heavily 
influenced by IS is the Engineering Voice, prominent among the 
previously numerous VOICE group of ultra-left union papers. 

The International Socialists have established over 40 factory 
cells in important industries throughout the country, and these 
operate through groups described as IS ‘fractions’. Andreas 
Nagliati, the former Industrial Organiser, has claimed that the IS 
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has ‘fractions’ in all the main unions. And as IS pamphlet entitled 
The Struggle for Workers Power reveals that true IS attitude to trade 
unions. The stated aim is to “convert them into organisations of real 
revolutionary struggle under Marxist leadership. For revolutionaries 
therefore, trade unionism is not an end in itself...” 

The IS Industrial Department holds regular day-long ‘factory 
branch schools’ throughout the country, to discuss agitation, tactics 
and to plan disruption on the shop floor. Roger Rosewell, the 
Liverpool Organiser, stated at one of these ‘schools’ “A revolutionary 
organisation must be a disciplined one, concerned with power. 
Power is in the factories and that is why we must have factory 
branches.” 


WELL FINANCED 


The International Socialists are well-financed and have 
organised national industrial conferences of around 2,800 members 
in Manchester (similar, though smaller, to the WRP’s) to prepare, 
as Socialist Worker puts it, “for the major struggles likely in 
industry soon.” The paper has also reported that the issue of “regular 
bulletins about conditions in the factory, and regular meetings to 
discuss strategy, have helped to pressure — and in some cases remove 
— existing right-wing trade union leadership in the factory.” The IS 
used to be the most active in white-collar unions, i.e. teaching, local 
government, social work, journalism and broadcasting, but Tony 
Cliff has recently claimed that for the first time in its history IS is 
recruiting industrial workers faster than those in white-collar unions. 
And Socialist Worker reports that, “IS members have been involved 
in every major industrial dispute this year (1973).” 

Cliff is critical of those members who have not established 
factory branches. He has said that although they are not “second 
class members” they could not “‘play the same role as those who 
are organised at the point of production.” 

Before their recent growth the International Socialists were 
mostly made up of black immigrants and university students, and 
along with other extremists were responsible for much of the violent 
picketing during strikes. Since as non-strikers they had no right to 
picket, the picketing laws had to be strengthened, and this — along 
with the Miners’ Executive decision to limit pickets to six during the 
recent Miners’ strike — brought howls of protest from Socialist 
Worker. The IS have also supported the jailed “Shrewsbury Three’, 
the leaders of a coachload of Marxist thugs who travelled around the 
country for the purpose of intimidation and violence against building 
workers. As he started his three-year sentence, their leader Desmond 
Warren said, “I’d like to thank the comrades in the Communist 
Party and International Socialists who gave us so much support 
during the trial.” 

The Socialist Worker editor, Paul Foot, told IS members at 
Lancaster Polytechnic that the IS “intervene” in industrial disputes, 
and build their political machine through the factories. He com- 
mented with regret, “unfortunately there aren’t enough disputes.” 
An IS ‘Basic Education’ pamphlet emphasised: “All members 
should participate in the work of the appropriate fraction. Our 
fractions work in and sometimes have a decisive influence ig a 
number of rank and file papers.” And the latest IS front to be set 
up is the ‘National Rank and File Conference’, controlled or 
‘sponsored’ by IS through (previously mentioned) union rank and 
file papers. This body is intended to be an all-embracing front 
organisation; to serve the same purpose as the Communist Party’s 
LCDTU and the Workers Revolutionary Party’s ATUA. The organisa- 
tion will presumably work with IS ‘fractions’ to increase IS power in 
the trade unions, and step up disruption in industry. 

The International Socialists do not contest elections, and their 
strategy is not to capture union leadership — which would be 
unrealistic for their size. But they seek to control the rank and file 
trade union movement and shop stewards’ committees, and through 
them create enough pressure on the TUC — in a national industrial 
crisis — for a general strike. This the International Socialists hope 
will lead to a revolutionary situation. 
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